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IDENTIFICATION OF GIFTED LEARNERS IN AN URBAN ELEMENTARY

SCHOOL: WHAT IS “THE GIFTED SPARK”?
NATALE NOELA HILAAEL-BADILLO
ABSTRACT

Given the historic underrepresentation of minority and low-income students in gifted

programs, this study sought to address the unique characteristics of the gifted student
while also considering the uniqueness of the student’s school community. The initial
design compared the use of dynamic intellectual assessment to traditional (or static)

assessment for identifying eligibility in such programs.
COVID-19 restrictions determined a redesign, since this national emergency precluded
access to school buildings by students, staff, and families, which meant the comparison of

assessment instruments would not be possible. As a result, a qualitative case study was
employed, examining related research questions important to the problem of
underrepresentation among minority and low-income students.

The research question is as follows: In a school serving a predominantly African

American community, how do stakeholders describe what they see in children who reveal

a “gifted spark”? What do stakeholders identify as resources that nurture children with
potential gifts and talents and what do they see as obstacles? Interviews were conducted
with teachers, parents, and administrators via the Zoom online platform.
Findings suggest that stakeholder perceptions understand giftedness as evident in a

variety of realms including intellectual ability, academic achievement, creativity, and

leadership. Participants also proposed the possibility of a “leadership community” to
v

nurture the gifted student within the school community, where there is no designated
“gifted” program. The study contributes to the literature in conceptualizing giftedness
from the perspective of teachers, administrators, and parents in an educational setting

serving a high population of Black/African-American students. It points to strategies and
resources for addressing the problem of underrepresentation, including the use of

alternative assessment instruments.
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CHAPTER I

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Preamble
This dissertation research underwent substantial revision in mid-data collection as the
result of the COVID-19 novel coronavirus. What began as a quantitative analysis of
dynamic assessment in gifted identification was completed as a qualitative exploration

of themes and factors of giftedness as perceived by adult stakeholders: parents,

teachers, and administrators. Because the approved research prospectus established a
statement of the problem and a thorough literature review, these components are being
retained in the completed manuscript.
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Introduction
There has been much debate in the literature as far as “appropriate” ways to

examine the cognitive performance of students from various ethnic and linguistic
backgrounds. Students whose cultural or linguistic representation on cognitive

performance measures do not fully match the expected constructs of general knowledge

related to mainstream societal standards are often referred to as ‘minorities” in the
literature (Joseph & Ford, 2006). This mismatch has often been seen as a “barrier” to

educational access in gifted education programs, particularly for African-American and
Latino students (Ford, 2010). “Mainstream” standards are often referred to as knowledge
transfer and expression methods represented by White middle-class populations, the

mastery of which has often been viewed as the “gateway” to societal privilege and

educational access (Bernal, 2002; Ford, 2010). These “mainstream” methods to test
student knowledge are often measured by language tests and verbally-based measures
(Oller & Kim, 2000). There is also the belief that successful knowledge expression is a
process of socialization in the language of White middle-class culture, the language that

“is required (author’s emphasis) for school success and good jobs”—also known as
“standard” English (Ogbu, 1999, p. 154). This is not to say that students from culturally

diverse ethnic or linguistic backgrounds have not had any exposure to such mainstream
standards, but often the difference between exposure to mainstream standards and fluency

with the use of such standards to express “what one knows” have not always been one in
the same.

Although improvements have been made with cognitive ability test content to
account for as many learning differences as possible while attempting to assess a
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student’s knowledge in the “mainstream” constructs, more research is needed with
examining and developing new methods or techniques to assess students’ cognitive
abilities with respect to cultural background (Perry, Satiani, et. al., 2008; Ford, 2010).
Many researchers have attempted to investigate this problem by looking at the content of

various cognitive assessment measures in the social context of performance from students

of ethnically and linguistically diverse populations.
While such examinations have helped, in many ways, to bring the field of
cognitive assessment forward in understanding the differences in knowledge expression
in various cultural and linguistic contexts, there is still the search for the “ideal”

components that test developers believe they must include in order to construct a
culturally and/or linguistically “fair” assessment. As researchers search for these
components, however, it is often discovered that there is more diversity within specific

cultural and linguistic groups than between them. Differences in social class (i.e., upper
class, middle class, working class), and economic circumstance (i.e. how far one is above

or below the poverty line and/or access to financial opportunities) often affect the
dynamic of the cognitive experiences the student brings into the classroom and into the

assessment situation, and how actions and behaviors expressed based on those

experiences are interpreted by school personnel (Carman and Taylor, 2010; Beljan,
2011).

Collins’ (2012) theoretical perspective of intersectionality gives us a framework
with which to understand how the nature of power is inherently present within social

inequality in our society. The author discusses how we, as Americans, often operate
within society through membership into structural communities—for example, within
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specific neighborhoods and schools. As members of these structural communities (within

a particular neighborhood or school community), we are accepting membership into
“...the institutional expressions of social inequalities of race, class, gender, age, ethnicity,

religion, sexuality, and ability” (p. 446). What we as a society often do not discuss, with

respect to the concerns of this study, is the availability (or lack thereof) of educational

opportunities for those who are not identified as society to be a part of mainstream
culture—those who hold the greatest societal power:
Within intersectionality, the emphasis on the social location, multiplicity, and
relationality of social locations and worldviews also has enabled the [academic]
field to develop a deeper understanding of power. In essence, systems of power
(such as race, gender, class, sexuality, ability, age, country of origin, citizenship
status, etc.) cannot be understood in isolation from one another; instead, systems
of power intersect and co-produce one another to result in unequal material
realities, the distinctive social experiences that characterize them, and
intersecting belief systems that construct and legitimate these social
arrangements. Stated differently, racism, sexism, class exploitation, and similar
oppressions mutually construct one another, drawing upon similar practices,
forms of organization, and ideologies (p. 455).

This inequity has certainly been present in the educational realm with identifying
gifted students of color, especially Black/African American students. Bernal

(2002) has stated that “a validated multicultural curriculum and system of
identification would make many or most intercultural conflicts moot and prepare

the next generation of GT [gifted and talented] adults to bring their talents to bear

on the larger problems of equity in American society” (p. 88). Increasingly, Black

scholars in the field of gifted and talented education have linked inequities to the
structure of racism evident in the practices and policies of this field (Grantham et
al., 2020). As the authors of this powerful statement emphasize, “...most schools
with GATE [gifted and talented education] programs, institutions of higher
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education, and advocacy organizations reflect the cultural norms, values, policies

and practices that over-indulge, cater to, and unjustly privilege Whites”
(Grantham et. al., 2020, p. 1).

Revised Research Questions

These questions will be explored and discovered through qualitative research in
the present study:

1. What opportunities and methods can be explored to find student giftedness in
predominantly African-American school populations?

2. What methods could be utilized to help nurture gifted potential in predominantly
African-American school populations?

3. How does leadership potential relate to giftedness?

Significance of the Present Study

This research is intended to create more opportunities and methods to discover

potential student giftedness, and to find ways that will help nurture that potential. The
results of the study will inform public policy in educational reform and gifted education

research. Also, identifying leadership potential in the students (a quality often noted in
as a characteristic of potential giftedness) is an area which school personnel from this

school are particularly interested in, so as to cultivate leadership qualities in their
5

individual students and overall in their school community. It is this researcher’s
aspiration that the results of the study will continue to inform public policy in

educational reform and continue to expand research in the area of gifted education.

6

CHAPTER II

LITERATURE REVIEW

Underserved Gifted Populations

The under-identification of students from minority and/or ELL populations to
participate in gifted program instruction has caused great concern regarding the reliability

of instruments approved for giftedness assessment (Scott, Deuel, Jean-Francois, &
Urbano, 2004). Are the instruments sanctioned for use to determine admission into gifted
programs culturally relevant for all potentially gifted individuals (Perry, Satiani, Henze,
Mascher, & Helms, 2008)? This is not a new question in educational history. Gonzalez

(1974) expressed the view, based on U.S. government reports from his time period, that
“.. .gifted minority children are ignored, almost as if giftedness were innately White” (p.

569), and that minority and ELL children often have to battle with negative stereotypes
and beliefs unfairly placed upon them by mainstream culture. Gonzalez called upon his

colleagues to examine other factors besides skill assessment dependent on the facility of
the English language to determine a student’s needs regarding educational disability
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and/or educational enrichment. Ironically, 40 years later, we are still dealing with these
same concerns with regard to underserved gifted populations. Borland, Schnur, and

Wright (2000) acknowledge that racism and class biases exist in present-day society, and
are still the worst enemies of low-SES children and children of color, who are “their
direct victims” (p.28).

Hopkins and Garrett (2010) state that “.. .though programs for students with
disabilities and programs for students who possess gifts and talents may seem to be at
opposite ends of the special program spectrum, they are similar in that they can both, to

some extent, be considered present-day examples of segregated settings” (p. 25).

Giftedness, in reality, is identification of a high-functioning special education student in

need of enrichment in their area of talent; however, according to the authors, many more
African-American students are over-identified for special education remediation (due to

the diagnosis of a learning-related disability) than for special education enrichment.

Giftedness as Social Privilege

Entrance into gifted education programs, unfortunately, is viewed in society as a
“ticket” to educational and social class privilege rather than meeting a necessity for the

student. European-American cultural and language norms tend to dominate in school

based culture and, therefore, comprise the criteria considered to be most acceptable for a
student’s participation in gifted identification and programming (Borland, Schnur, &

Wright, 2000). The U.S. Department of Education, Office for Civil Rights (2012) stated

that “.national data have long pointed to significant achievement gaps across racial and
8

ethnic lines, even as those gaps have closed somewhat over time” (p. 20). Finn (2014)
specifically discusses gifted identification data from underserved populations in Ohio:
The data from Ohio paint this picture in painful detail. Statewide, 48% of public
school students qualify as “economically disadvantaged”; among those
identified as “gifted”, however, that figure is 21%. The share of poor, gifted
students actually being served by gifted-education programs is even lower than
that. And while 18% of white students and 28% of Asian students in the
Buckeye State are deemed gifted, only 5% of black students and 6% of Hispanic
students are identified as such (p. 54).

Not identifying culturally and economically different students for gifted programming

can widen the educational achievement gaps that already exist between underserved and

mainstream gifted populations (McBee, Shaunessy, & Matthews, 2012), as non-identified
gifted students are at greater risk for dropping out of school and at greater risk for

missing college education opportunities (Scott, Deuel, et. al., 2004). Ford (2011) states

that high-achieving, minority, low-SES students “are victims of academic triage” (p. 33),
as opportunities to identify giftedness in this population are often ignored in favor of

identifying either 1) gifted students from socioeconomically advantaged backgrounds or

2) students who are struggling academically.
Baldwin (2005), however, invites us to consider that “.. .too often, culturally
diverse students’ sets of experiences create differential mental processing abilities in the

testing situation” (p. 109); therefore, students who are culturally different and/or of low
socioeconomic status are often not afforded the same opportunities to enter gifted
programs as their mainstream culture peers (Scott, Deuel, et. al., 2004; Ramos, 2010).

Many academics have theorized on how standardized assessments have been utilized as
“gatekeeping” tools for entrance into the educational realm observed by society to be one

of “elite” status—the gifted program (Rakow, 2012, p.39), however, Rakow also points
9

out that that educational systems need to find innovative solutions to address such

disparities in gifted identification between mainstream and underserved populations.

Teacher Identification of Gifted Students from Underserved Populations
Teachers are often identified as the first “gatekeepers”, since whether a child is

assessed for gifted education services often depends on teacher nomination (Callahan,

2005). According to McBee (2006), “the referral process is an obvious potential source of
unfairness in the entrance process” (p. 103). According to a study examining teacher
nomination conducted by the author with 705, 074 students in grades 1-5, teacher

nominations were more reflective of gifted identification with high-SES students; gifted
identification was more accurate via nominations with Asian, Native American, and

White students in comparison to nominations with Black and Hispanic students.
Published teacher rating scales have shown greater accuracy with the connection between

nominated students and gifted identification, and moderate to high criterion-related
validity has been shown between student gifted identification and achievement test
identification (Peters & Gentry, 2012). Schools must have some standardized measures to
1) record a student’s progress in a certain capacity or area—in this case, IQ; and 2) have a

medium to compare a particular student’s (or a group of students’) performance to others
to design programs for further instructional growth. The difficulty is that schools are
obligated to provide this for a large, often diverse group of students in any given school
district, and a student’s achievement, language, academic, or behavioral progress may not

match the criteria that teachers often look to in school-based settings to determine
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potential for further gifted assessment (Hadaway & Marek-Schroer, 1992). OlzewskiKubilius and Thomson (2010) state that most low-SES, minority children live in school

districts where giftedness is overlooked due to school district funding concerns; many
districts where these students reside are “underfunded and struggling to survive” (p. 59).

While every researcher will probably not agree on what constitutes giftedness
(Renzulli, 2011) or how giftedness should be identified within specific structures of

theory (Miller, 2005; Sternberg, 2010), methods, and/or procedures (Callahan, 2005;

Lewis, DeCamp-Fritson, Ramage, McFarland, & Archwamety, 2007; Warne, 2009; Kim,
2011), there must remain a vigilance to search for ways to discover the learning potential

of all gifted students regardless of ethnic or socioeconomic background (OlszewskiKubilius & Thomson, 2010; Ford, 2011; Rakow, 2012). For this reason, researchers in

the field have questioned whether verbally-based standardized assessment measures
accurately identify cognitive ability potential for those who are not exposed to

mainstream, school-based (White middle-class) culture outside of the school realm
(Ogbu, 1999; Oller, Kim, and Choe, 2000; Sarouphim, 2001); the possibility remains

that such students “may not have acquired the knowledge base necessary to be identified

for programs that build upon previously learned academic skills” (Lewis, DeCampFritson, Ramage, McFarland, & Archwamety, 2007).
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Considerations Regarding Assessment of Gifted Students from Underserved
Populations

Ogbu (1999) brought this concern to the awareness of researchers in his

qualitative exploration of a low-SES African-American urban community. The author,
via ethnographic study and interviews, investigated language dialect differences between
participants living in the community and the larger mainstream society. Ogbu and his

team interviewed 40 adults and 76 students (12 elementary school students, 28 junior

high students, and 36 high school students; 40 females and 36 males). Ogbu’s
participants informed him that the primary language was the one spoken in the

community (known as “slang English” or “black English” (p. 155), and that the language
spoken outside of the community, for example, at school is “proper English” or “White-

American English” (p. 160) and that it was the teacher’s responsibility to instruct students
in this language pattern. Ogbu found that not only were there differences in speech

patterns and attitudes about the use of the English language as noted above, but four very
important points were made: 1) most children do not begin learning “proper English”

until they begin preschool or kindergarten; 2) White and African-American individuals
interpret words, accent, and the conveyance of verbal points differently (with AfricanAmericans, for example, often using a more verbally aggressive tone and word content

than White individuals are accustomed to in their speech patterns ); 3) White and
African-American individuals often make different interpretations in meaning of the

same statement; and 4) the participants’ perceptions in the community was that White

English was afforded higher status in society than Black English, and, as Ogbu reported
the statement of one of the parent participants stated, “ ‘White people are born to talk
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proper English’, whereas ‘Black people have to learn it’” (p. 162). Although Ogbu

concluded, with the help of his participants, that “children know the rules of dialect
switching” (p. 165), he agrees with the parents that there is a “dialect dilemma” (p. 168);
the obligation to switch dialects outside of the neighborhood community can inhibit full
verbal expression of thoughts, ideas, and learning patterns when the children are placed
in the school environment.

For this reason, there are those who question whether standardized cognitive
tests that measure intelligence based on “normed” standards of verbal expression

accurately predict a student’s successful performance in underrepresented students’
eligibility for the gifted classroom (Naglieri and Ford, 2003). This, of course, has

initiated discussion as to whether entrance into gifted programs should be based on basic
problem-solving ability (often found on nonverbal assessments), academic aptitude (often

found with verbally-based assessment measures and measures of academic ability), or a
mixture of both types of assessments (Rakow, 2012).
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CHAPTER III

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Note from the Researcher

As stated earlier, modifications to the research design were necessary due to the
impact of the COVID-19 pandemic. What began as a quantitative analysis of dynamic

assessment in gifted identification was completed as a qualitative exploration of themes
and factors of giftedness as perceived by adult stakeholders: parents, teachers, and
administrators.

Quantitative vs. Qualitative Inquiry
There is often the question from researchers regarding which type of research is

considered most “important”: quantitative or qualitative research? We, as a society, often

assume that the process of knowledge acquisition and growth involves verification with
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numbers in some form or fashion, which is the heart of the quantitative approach;

however, this is not the only format where we can build upon existing knowledge. All
research involves examination and testing of previous knowledge assumptions in some
way; however, we can also build our base of knowledge by examining the way that

people interpret their lived experiences (Merriam, 2002). Both approaches hold equal

importance, as voiced by Walsh (2012):
Research is about knowing, understanding and exploring the world in which we
find ourselves. There is no one privileged way of doing this. The approaches we
currently possess are but windows that frame our view of this world but also limit
what we can see. We should not think that our window is the only one, or indeed, our
view the best. (p. 10)

Making a methodology change from a quantitative to a qualitative analysis was certainly
unexpected for this researcher (which also required multiple review sessions with the

IRB), yet the result produced a well-constructed study that paid respect to the initial
quantitative process while discovering and recognizing the richness of the data that the
qualitative inquiry revealed. Peterson (2019) stated, “Qualitative research is no longer on
the fringes of gifted education scholarship.” It is hoped that this study will continue to

add to the depth and breadth of qualitative research that is becoming an integral part of
gifted education research endeavors.

Research Question

The purpose of the present study is to explore the question of giftedness in a
school serving a predominantly African American community. A qualitative case study

was used to explore this topic. Qualitative research allows for the study of how
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individuals and communities make sense of their experience. It is important to consider

what key stakeholders experience and understand as it relates to giftedness among
African American children in a context of a federal and state deficit in funding for gifted

education, particularly in schools serving low income communities of color.

The research question is as follows: In a school serving a predominantly African

American community, how do stakeholders describe what they see in children who reveal

a “gifted spark”? What do stakeholders identify as resources that nurture children with
potential gifts and talents and what do they see as obstacles?
The sections below provide a description of the research methodology used for
the purpose of addressing a key equity issue in gifted education.

Design of the Study

The research design involves a qualitative case study approach, characterized by a

bounded system (time and place), involving either a single case or multiple cases. It
involves an exploration of a problem or issue. The case reflects a “real-life contemporary

context or setting” (Yin, 2014, as noted by Creswell, 2018, p. 96). Its aim is to develop
an in-depth understanding of one particular case (Creswell, 2018, pp. 96-103). It may

involve a single individual, a community, a particular process, or an event.
Case studies use purposeful sampling in selection of participants to ensure that the
construction of meaning comes from those whose lived experience is well connected to
the topic of study. Case studies often use interviews as part of their data collection, and
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they may also use other methods, such as focus groups, observations, and review of
documents. Context is very important in a case study and it is closely examined through
the words and stories participants provide. Case study findings involve reporting themes

found in the data. From these themes, conclusions are drawn as “assertions” (Stake,

1995) or meaning drawn from patterns and explanations of findings (Yin, 2009).
The study employs a social constructivist interpretive paradigm, with a theory of
knowledge that views knowledge to be socially constructed. The aim of the researcher
guided by this paradigm is to provide sufficient description of the particular context

(Greene, 2010). As Morrow (2005) notes, the trustworthiness of the study findings in a
social constructivist study are demonstrated by the “extent to which participant meanings

are understood deeply” (p. 253). The degree to which there is shared construction of
meaning and understanding, or “verstehen” (Schwandt, 1999, p. 452), between the

researcher and participants, is also critical to this paradigm (Kral, Ramirez García, &
Aber, 2011; Sechelski & Onwuegbuzie, 2019). Kim (2014) emphasized that this

paradigm has been shown as an especially important one when conducting qualitative
research with culturally and linguistically diverse populations.

Participant Characteristics for Qualitative Project

Participants were recruited for this project because of their stakeholder status with
two Midwest charter schools with predominantly Black/African-American populations: a
school for kindergarten students, and a school for elementary students from first grade to
sixth grade. Both schools are located on the same school campus. Stakeholder status is
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defined as those involved or connected with the school communities: parents, teachers,

administrators, school staff, and/or community members who have established a
connection with the schools. The participants were a convenience sample. A $25 gift

certificate was offered to those who completed the interviews.
There were nine participants in this project. The participants held multiple roles,

identified in this document as follows: teacher, parent, administrator, staff member,

and/or community member.
In order to protect the confidentiality of each participant, yet provide more clarity

and connection to the participants for the reader, the following general information is also
provided: two of the participants were administrators; two of the participants were school

staff members (having multiple roles within the school); and five were teachers. Two
participants were male, and seven were female. Four were persons of color (POC), and

five were non-POC (White) participants. Five of the participants identified themselves as

parents (four had children who did not attend the school, one who had a child attending
the school). Two participants also identified themselves as former students in gifted

programs when they were growing up. Three participants were directly involved in the
out-of-school/neighborhood community connected with the school. All participants,

however, identified themselves as members of the school community.

Data Collection

The primary method for data collection was the semi-structured interview, which
allows space for the narration of lived experience as well as specific attention to
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dimensions of experience related to one’s research questions. Interviews were conducted
with teachers, parents, and administrators associated with the two charter schools on a
campus serving mostly African American students. The interviews ranged from 30 to 60
minutes in length.

Due to the current COVID-19 pandemic situation, the school had to limit the
presence of students, parents, and outside personnel in the school building. For that

reason, the interviews for this study were conducted by online video format via Zoom.

Interviews were audio recorded. Participants signed a consent form allowing the
researcher to conduct and record the interviews. The researcher provided assistance with
clarification of questions, as needed or requested, to help with participants’ understanding

of the questions being asked in the interviews.
Participant data was acquired from two 30 to 60 minute interviews with

participants, to answer/expand upon questions related to the investigational topic.

Interviews with stakeholders were conducted individually. The first set of questions
developed for the interview were based on both purely qualitative design based on the
social constructivist interpretive paradigm described earlier; the second set of follow-up

questions were generated based on categories from the Gifted Rating Scales (Pfeiffer &
Jarosewich, 2019). The Gifted Rating Scales were part of this researcher’s initial
quantitative research design.

The Gifted Rating Scales, a quantitatively-based instrument (checklist) utilized to
discover signs of giftedness and/or motivation in one of five identified giftedness

categories: Intellectual, Academic, Creativity, Artistic, and Leadership. The Motivation

category, while not identified as a giftedness category, is part of the Gifted Rating Scales
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Categories and is noted by the test creators as “.a measure of the child’s level of drive,
persistence, and desire to succeed. Motivation impels the child to achieve or attain at an

exemplary level” (Pfeiffer & Jarosewich, 2019, p. 5).
The blending of questions from both qualitative theoretical perspectives and
quantitative instruments, as noted by Frels and Onwuegbuzie for research exploration
(2013), allows for the combination of two research perspectives that share equal
importance:
.. .our call for an even more rigorous process of combining qualitative open-ended
interview questions with items from standardized quantitative instruments, via a mixed
methods interview, represents the blending of elements of one paradigm into another that
provides qualitative researchers from the field of counseling the best of both worldviews
(p. 192).

In order to capture “the best of both worldviews” in this researcher’s qualitative
research design, the following questions were developed and generated as part of the

interview sessions:

Introductory Set of Participant Interview Questions for Qualitative Study:

Question #1: Can you talk about how you have thought of giftedness outside of
the school setting (growing up, in your community, people you know/have
known, yourself)?
Question#2: Can you talk to me about giftedness within the school setting? What
does that look like to you?

Question #3: What can be done in the school to nurture giftedness/ the gifted
spark?
Question #4: What do you think gets in the way?
Question #5: Is there anything else you want to talk about?
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The following follow-up questions were also presented (based on participant
responses to the initial questions):

Potential Participant Follow-Up Questions Asked for Qualitative Study (as applicable to
the responses from the initial questions):
1. What does the “gifted spark” in a student at this school look like to you? Actually
gifted or potentially gifted?

a. What does an intellectually gifted student “look” like to you? (question
based on Gifted Rating Scales category)
b. What does an academically gifted student “look” like to you? (question
based on Gifted Rating Scales category)

c. What does a creatively gifted student “look” like to you? (question based
on Gifted Rating Scales category)
d. What does an artistically gifted student “look” like to you? (question
based on Gifted Rating Scales category)

e. What does student gifted in leadership “look” like to you? (question based
on Gifted Rating Scales category)
2. In what ways do you think a child’s level of motivation is related to their level of
giftedness? (question based on Gifted Rating Scales category)
3. Is the student with the “gifted spark” one you would call a “smart kid”? Or does it
depend on the kind of “gifted spark” you’re seeing? Could you talk about this?

4. What would you like to do for potentially gifted students in this community?
Those identified as gifted?

a. In what way does the type of “gifted spark” you’re seeing make a
difference in determining what you’d like to do?
5. How would the “gifted spark” look based on

a. a child’s age?
b. a child’s cultural or economic background?
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c. a child’s gender?
6. In thinking about a process to identify gifted students in your school, could you
tell me

a. How might it benefit your school? In what ways might it make things
more complicated?
b. How would it benefit/complicate things for the student, family, or
community?

7. What are the benefits to having students identified as “gifted” in your
community? What are the challenges?

8. Is there anything else you want to talk about?

Data Analysis

The interview data was transcribed and categorized into relevant categories in
relation to participants’ statements. Interview data, collected in digital files from the
audio recording, were transcribed by a confidential transcription service. Upon receipt of
the transcriptions, this researcher listened to the audio recordings to check for accuracy in
the transcripts. While listening to the audio recordings, prominent ideas were noted in
the interview data. These ideas were recorded in an ongoing manner as new ideas

emerged and some ideas were repeated, creating patterns across the interviews. An initial
outline of ideas, or themes, was prepared and shared with this researcher’s methodologist.

Using the outline of themes, data was located within each interview; those data
sections were copied and added within the respective theme. To maintain recognition of

the data source, the researcher assigned each participant a different ink color. This
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allowed for easy identification of the specific individual and individualized experience,
showing variation and commonalities across the participants’ stories. Each theme had

pages of text associated with it, and from those data, descriptions were developed by the
researcher regarding what each theme represented, and participant quotes were
highlighted that helped to reveal the meaning of the theme.

Throughout the data analysis this researcher met with her chair and methodologist

to discuss the themes that emerged from the data. We discussed the meaning of these
themes as reflected in the participants’ experience. We also examined the themes in

relation to the study’s research questions. Some themes connected well with others. As a
result, three key themes were identified; each main theme also had a set of subthemes.

This process follows the iterative and inductive analysis characteristic of
qualitative research. It is a systematic process that requires that the researcher be steeped

in the data, initially coding for “what rises to the surface” (Saldana, 2016, p. 16);
Auerbach & Silverstein (2003) refer to this as “relevant text” (p. 41), which allows the
researcher to capture meaningful, intriguing, and significant quotations more efficiently.
Over time, these codes are clustered into categories and given more meaning through

comparison and contrast with other data (Creswell, 2018; Galletta, 2013; Saldana, 2016).

With the construction of themes, the qualitative data are organized in such a way that
answers the research question; the organized data is also meant to introduce important

insights into participants’ understanding of the topic.
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Ethical Considerations

The research was approved by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) as a

modification of the original research design that was intended to be quantitative and to
test the theoretical value of the nonverbal assessment (NNAT-I) given as part of this

study, administered in both static and dynamic assessment formats.
Ethical standards were met in terms of confidentiality as reflected in my IRB

approval. The results are reported in a manner that preserves the confidentiality of the
participants, with all pertinent information de-identified. While the findings may include
the stakeholder connection to the school community, they do not include participants’
names or other identifying information. A coding system to protect participant identity

was established early on in the preparation of transcriptions.

Researcher Subjectivity

A researcher’s subjectivity is both a challenge and a strength in qualitative
research. As is often noted, “.. .the researcher is the primary instrument for data collection
and data analysis” (Merriam, 2012, p.5). As a researcher who also lives the human

experience with her own set of perspectives, these are stated so that the reader has a clear

idea regarding the perspective, or lens, from which the information is seen by the
researcher (Marshall & Rossman, 2011; Merriam 2012; Yin, 2011).
As a researcher with my own cultural perspectives, I do identify with some of the

same cultural foundations as some of the students: I am part of the Black/African
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American community. I grew up in the same city where this school is located, in a lowSES, predominantly African-American community. I was a part of the “advanced

placement (AP)” track (often viewed as the gifted/enrichment track) in a public,

“magnet” high school when I was a student. I have been in educational environments
where I was one of two or three students of color in the “gifted” public school or private
school classes. As a Black educator myself, I can also identify with some of the educators

who want to give Black students all of the opportunities that they deserve to have like all
other American students, yet so many times have to fight twice as hard—or wait twice as

long—to get access to these opportunities.

My own educational experiences have been varied, which involved elementary
and middle school education in both neighborhood public schools and a private day
school. These experiences have shaped the subjectivity I bring to the research.

I first explored the question of Black students and giftedness by my own
experiences. I went to a “magnet” public high school in my city (where I had to apply to

attend); I was that student who was “tracked” into the AP (advanced placement) classes
in that high school. While I was one of two or three students of color in my high school

course of study, many of the other Black students who I associated with were in the
“college prep” track in school. The college prep track, while still considered a “good”

academic track, was not the “highest” track, the track meant for preparation into an elite

college. I was very fortunate to have made good friends, Black and White, who were
generally supportive of my efforts. I was also a school leader, being part of student

government and the editor of the school newspaper.
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I think the most telling and personal experience for me, as a Black gifted student,
was when I applied for college entrance in my senior year of high school. I was fortunate
to gain acceptance into my top two college choices, Yale University and Dartmouth
College. Most of my peers were congratulatory, but a few of my White peers were angry

(and subsequently didn’t speak to me from my acceptance date in April until the end of
my senior year); one stated, “I can’t get financial aid [for college].. .I’m too White.”

Most of my Black friends were supportive; however, I had one Black friend who was

very angry that I would not choose to go to Spelman College (a selective HBCU college)
instead of going to a “White” school. Along that same vein, I have been blessed to have
supportive family, friends, and teachers that have encouraged my talent and efforts to

achieve to the “next level.

All of my life, I’ve had to navigate a lot of adversity and microaggressions as a
gifted student, including in many of my college courses of study. I began to think, “How

can the Black gifted student win?” “Why is it not acceptable for the Black gifted student

to have the same educational attainment as the White gifted student?” These core

questions have been the inspiration for conducting my own research. This is why I am

pursuing this research. How can we cultivate sources of support to specifically address
the needs of the Black gifted student?

This is the subjectivity that I brought to the research regarding Black students and

giftedness as I constructed and implemented this project. It is unclear whether that would
characterize me as an “insider” or “outsider” (Merriam, 2012, p. 91) in the larger scope of
this study, as I interviewed members of this school community and analyzed the data. As
the goal is for readers of this study to come away with deep, valid questions and thoughts
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about how and where we, as a society, identify and value gifted students, I hope that it
will inspire those readers to do meaningful study as part of their own research

investigations.

Trustworthiness of the Interpretation of Findings

Qualitative research involves specific strategies for ensuring the trustworthiness,
or validity, of the interpretation of study findings. The strategies employed in this study
include the following: use of peer debriefers; maintaining an audit trail; triangulation of
stakeholder views; and mutual construction of meaning through rapport between the

research and the participant. Trustworthiness was achieved through this researcher’s
frequent meeting with her chair and methodologist to discuss analysis of the data. This

researcher maintained careful records of how meaning was being constructed, with
emails, outlines, and organization of participant quotes. To aid in validity of meaning,
this researcher recruited participants representing the perspectives of multiple roles and

relationships to the topic of giftedness, gifted education, and the experience of African

American students and parents. This researcher’s interpretation was furthered by the
respectful relationship with the participants, with whom she shared some cultural
connections and an ability to ask for clarification as needed. Morrow (2005) noted that

“understanding of context, culture, and achievement of rapport between participants and
researchers” demonstrates trustworthiness within a social constructivist interpretive

paradigm in qualitative research.
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Summary

The qualitative research design offered a means to achieve the research purpose
and to offer substantive findings as it relates to what key stakeholders experience and

understand as it relates to giftedness among African American children. The use of a
case study methodology allowed for the exploration of teacher, parent, and administrator
perspectives on what giftedness means and what are viewed as resources and obstacles in

nurturing the “gifted spark.”
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CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS

Restatement of the Research Questions

The following questions were explored and discovered through qualitative
research in the present study:
1. What opportunities and methods to find student giftedness in predominantly
African-American school populations?

2. What methods could be utilized to help nurture gifted potential in predominantly
African-American school populations?
3. How does leadership potential related to giftedness?

While this researcher anticipated a wide range of perspectives from the
participants in this study in response to this question, the uniqueness represented by the

“collective voice” of the stakeholders was surprising. All participants were able to give
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personal examples, either with themselves or with family members that accurately and

poignantly expressed the significant weight and value they placed upon meeting the
needs of the gifted student:
And I really got to see it firsthand as my own daughter, who is 10 now. She tested into
the gifted program at her local school four years ago. So it’d have been right at the first
testing age that she could have done in second grade. And all of a sudden, when we had
this parent meeting where they described a gifted brain, everything about her suddenly
clicked and made sense. She was highly disorganized at home. She is flighty. I
questioned if she actually had attention deficit disorder because she just couldn't focus on
things that I thought would be normal to focus on... and little things she couldn't do, that
I think we take for granted, like. we told her every morning, as soon as she’d wake up,
“Get dressed, brush your hair, brush your teeth.” She couldn't handle that many direct
directions. Her brain was already thinking, “Why does the world turn? Why does the sun
rise and set? Why can we see the moon 24-7?” Like those little things don't matter in a
gifted brain. And I had to really learn that, that our daily routine and structure, they don't
think about that because that's not, what's interacting in their brain. and being immersed
with my own gifted child really woke me up as a teacher to being able to see some of the
potential of our students, knowing them in a school where we don't have a gifted
program, we don't test for giftedness. (teacher, parent)

At the same time, all expressed the challenges within their school community of

adequately meeting those needs for gifted students at the present time, due to various

situational factors. It was also very clear, however, that stakeholders want to look for
ways to offer more educational support to those that they see as “gifted” or “having the
gifted spark.” Participants were also asked to identify benefits and challenges that

contribute to these perspectives.

Thematic Structure of Study Findings
Three major themes are described below to understand participants’ views on

giftedness: the meaning of giftedness; the ways in which giftedness may be seen as a

benefit or stigma; and the strategies and resources needed to engage gifted students, but
are often absent in serving gifted students within the African American community.
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These themes are then discussed in detail under several subthemes, which are the
expanded dimensions of these three major themes.

The data outline presented below, in reference to this thematic structure, will
serve as a guide for the reader to follow how the participant interview data was analyzed:

>

>

Meaning of Giftedness

•

Special talent that appears to be natural

•

Ease in academic mastery

•

Reasoning at complex levels

•

Nonconforming intellectually and perhaps in terms of behavior

Giftedness: Benefit or Stigma?

•

The Gifted Student as “The Smart Kid”

•

Giftedness within the Community: Complicated by Socioeconomic

Status
•

>

Gifted Students and Absence of Responsive Educational Structures

Strategies and Resources Needed to Engage Gifted Students

•

Engaging the Gifted Student through Areas ofInterest

•

Differentiated Learning

•

Peer-to-Peer Instruction

•

Identifying Leadership Potential in the Gifted Student

These three major areas are developed in the next section.
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Meaning of Giftedness

So how is the gifted student seen in this community? What are some of the ways
that stakeholders were described that “gifted spark”? This theme is organized into several
subthemes, or dimensions of giftedness. Many participants stated that the “gifted”

student is one that appears to have a “natural” talent in some way. Another view of

giftedness is an ease with academic mastery. Some participants saw giftedness as
meaning the ability to reason at complex levels. Others spoke about considerable

variation among those who are gifted in terms of their intellectual level and their degree

of maturity. An additional dimension to giftedness was the way in which participants
viewed giftedness as carrying the expectation for self in terms of contributions to the

community. Each of these meanings of giftedness are discussed below.

Special Talent that Appears to be Natural
Many participants stated that the “gifted” student is one that appears to have a

“natural” talent in some way. Gifted students have often been seen as students who were
academically above the rest of their peers, which has sometimes given them an element

of “specialness” in the eyes of those observing them, as stated by a participant. Another
participant narrated their experience as a student who was identified as gifted, who
described this quality as a “special talent.” Sometimes this “special talent” was evident

outside of the intellectual realm:
I think ... you can be gifted in so many things. There's musically gifted people that ... I
had a friend in school that, I mean, he could just listen to a song and without reading any
sheet music just immediately know what it is and play it. So I think you can be musically
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gifted. I think you can be artistically gifted. I've seen people that I went to school with do
some amazing things. even now, with some of the students [at this school], I've seen
things that, I'm like “A second grader did that? That's. wow.” Like, you know. that's
kind of usually what pops in your head is, “Wow”. Like, “Someone that young can do
that?” And I think you can even be, I think this might sound a little crazy, but I think you
can be even socially gifted. I think there's some people that that just know how to
navigate socially in ways that I wouldn't think they would, especially at a young age. So I
think, I think there are so many ways it can show up. I don't think it's just math, science,
language arts. I think there's so much more to it. And I think we need to explore that
more. (teacher)
.

There was a recognition, as stated by this participant, that expressions of students’

giftedness can be recognized in various forms. It was noted by many that “all people have
gifts with something” that can “impact subconsciously on others.” Some areas noted were
with fine arts areas such as music, athletics, visual arts, and dance; gifts with social
interaction and with public speaking were also emphasized in multiple conversations as

well. While participants noted that they had less familiarity with recognizing and
targeting learning strategies to address these alternative areas of giftedness, the

participants noted the importance of finding ways to connect the strengthening of

academic skills with the students’ talent in these areas:
Like, so for example, if I knew a kid that didn't really care so much for school but they
were really gifted musically. Like they could hear a song and be able to they will be able
to play the music, just hearing it at one time. I know there's some the people that I know,
or kids that I know, that in the music world, they call it perfect pitch, or they can hear a
pitch and they can tell you exactly what key it's in. But they may not necessarily care for
school. So still being able to get them school because we need our academics, but giving
them another avenue to be able to express their gifts and their talents that they have...
(administrator, parent, community member)

Other areas noted were social and emotional intelligence, ability with oral
eloquence, and ability to “lead their peers,” as a participant narrated below:

You can also have students that are gifted in their way of speech. They just are able to
pick up the vernaculars. They're able to pick up with eloquence and you know, they have
the poise, they have the projection, the tone. It's not just about the content information.
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You can have those that are gifted with social-emotional abilities. So these are the
students that now you start with like a peer mediation group, they're the ones leading
their peers who are constantly frustrated who are getting kicked out of class because their
behavior issues. And they're going to walk their peer through. ‘Cause when you hear it
from a peer that's better than when you were getting chastised by an adult. Yeah. Yeah. I
think, you know, or you're gifted in physicality, so maybe that's in sports. You know, we
have our prodigies, we have those who just excel and it's not always through hard work.
Sometimes it just comes easier. It's more natural. So yeah, I believe giftedness comes in a
wide variety, everything out there. (teacher, parent)

There was also a strong connection to “giftedness” as being defined by high

intellectual or high academic ability, as being advanced or above grade level with one’s

performance. One participant stated, “Now to me it's more, you're more advanced from
your grade level, or you have a special talent.” This focus is explored in the next

subtheme.

Ease in Academic Mastery
Participants also emphasized the fact that the gifted student is able to understand
or figure out complex academic or intellectual concepts more quickly and easily in the
classroom, where the “everything came so easily.” These students were often seen as not
needing to do homework or work very hard in school to master content and skills. One

participant noted that giftedness means “kids are still grasping concepts, where they

might've not had the introduction to those concepts yet, or they're catching it very quickly
and you show them a new concept and they catch it instantly.”
An educator spoke about observations of giftedness as evident in students’ ability

to respond to academic tasks “without even doing any of the work” and the ability to
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calculate or conceptualize by doing academic work “in your head.” This is evident in the
quotes below about giftedness as associated with ease of academic mastery:
What my perception of it was .. I'll say growing up, like I contribute giftedness to. I
guess really smart people. ‘Cause in school I would hear, “Oh, this is the gifted class” or
“He's gifted”. So. they stand above the rest or. I guess the capability to learn quicker
than others, than some of their peers. So it was like, they were higher than others, I
guess. So like. “baby geniuses. learning just comes easy to them, where another kid
may have to put in the extra work in the study time and countless hours, and the gifted
student can see it or read it or hear at one time. And it's, like, “locked in”.
(administrator, parent, community member)

I have a nephew who is the same age as my daughter. And he catches on like, quick. I
mean, his way of thinking is just, it's interesting to see and watch. My daughter's a little
older than him, but he just grasps things so differently.” (And how old is he? And then
how old is your daughter?) “My daughter will be nine in January and he will be nine in
April. So they're exactly three months apart. My daughter, she doesn't struggle at all. It
just takes her a little bit more to process things. And whereas like he processes it. like
he'll process a completely different way and faster to me. It’s interesting just to see those
kinds of things and just, mentally, how everyone's brains work differently.”
(teacher, parent)

Reasoning at Complex Levels
Participants made a distinction between ease with mastery and an ability to handle
complex ideas. This appeared to be a more nuanced area of giftedness, to be “able to

reason about things on such complex levels, especially when you haven't had any

experiences, you know, in your life setting that would even like trigger that background
knowledge.” Suggesting the level of reasoning and perception was sophisticated and not

necessarily measured on a test, a participant reported, “...it's not just about their test

scores. It’s really the way that they perceive things in class as well.” The complexity of

thought and creativity of activity gifted students demonstrate is illustrated in the below
narration of a participant’s son and his exploration of scientific concepts:
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Like my son who's four and yesterday he said, I want to go to outer space. And I said for
what? And he said to see the planets, you know, my mercury. And he started naming
them online. Wow. Okay. Or like he like a couple of weeks ago, he said, I want to do an
experiment. And I say, okay. And I'm not even paying him any attention, except think I'm
watching TV. So he goes, he gets, he gets like a little beaker that he had that came with a
toy. He puts soap in it from the bathroom. And then he gets a straw that he took off his
juice box out of the refrigerator. And then he comes, he's like, look, and he's blowing
bubbles. I'm like, wait, what is that? He's like soap from the bathroom. I'm like, “Where'd
you get that all?”... [He said,] “off the juice box off the ‘frigerator”. I'm like, “You'll do
all of that to create .?” I said, ‘Now you have to explain to people what it is to create
those bubbles.. you can tell me what ingredients you have, but then you have to still
explain to me how to you create those bubbles. And how did you even know that that was
going to happen? Because I didn't teach you that.” I'm always wild out about like random
things that I haven't taught him. Or I know he hasn't watched on YouTube. So it's like our
kids' minds are always working and thinking about, “What if or what if I do this?” Or
“How does this work?” So just kind of watching for those things will tell us a lot about
that ‘gifted spark.’” (staff member, parent, community member)

Nonconforming Intellectually and Perhaps Also in Behavior

What was also noted by participants is that the level of reasoning and perception

displayed in class by the gifted child may not always conform to school standards or
expectations. They may not be able to demonstrate their knowledge within the structure

of classroom tests or school-based standardized tests:
I think there are a lot of people I would assume that think maybe like, I think. “Well,
your child's not gifted because maybe they get all D’s in school.” But that doesn't mean
that. So yeah, I think just as an awareness or knowledge of what giftedness is.
(administrator, parent, community member)

You know what I've learned. that for a lot of our gifted kids is they don't do well on
your standardized testing because it's boring. It's not engaging. And it is too “putting that
little peg in a hole”. Well, they don't want to just put the peg in the hole. They want to
actually create the hole for the peg to go into and we don't let them do that.”
(teacher, parent)

According to participants, some students may express more nonconforming behaviors
due to the fact that they can be excited or overwhelmed with the subject matter presented.
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Nonconforming behaviors in the student often presents a challenge for the teacher with

implementing intellectual or academic enrichment strategies:

It [having a gifted child at home] made me really start to pay attention to those little
nuances of a student that blurts out. But that's because they're so passionate, you triggered
something and now they need to tell you everything they know about it. And if you turn
them loose, they will come up with the greatest presentation of how they mastered that
concept. They need to be challenged differently. (teacher, parent)
I had another [student] who .. there was still her immaturity. Like she was super smart,
but she was still a kid. She was still just out of kindergarten. So expecting them to do all
of this. It wasn't fitting for her.” (teacher)

Participants also noted that, in the remote learning platform (as many schools have

adopted recently because of COVID restrictions), when the gifted child wants to “figure
out” something by “thinking outside of the box,” rule-breaking behaviors displayed by
the gifted child are sometimes part of the learning discovery process. One of the
participants shared her reflections about the gifted students’ quest for learning that, she
noted, has sometimes taken an unexpected path:
(And you said a lot of times with the gifted kids, it looks like. it shows up like, you
know, they're bored or it might show up behavior wise where it really is that they're
gifted and they need more nurturing.)

Like even though a lot of our kids are struggling with their online school and their remote
learning. But it's funny because they're learning how to. They're struggling doing their
work, but they're not struggling accessing different things that they shouldn't be on. So
their mind is currently working. Okay? [The student is thinking,] “Well, I was supposed
to be doing my work, but how can I pull up YouTube? Okay. I can't pull up YouTube
because the school blocked YouTube,” but, then they're typing in, ‘How do you unblock
YouTube when your teacher blocks you from YouTube’? So then they're back doing that.
But for me, it's funny because if you're using your brain that easily to unlock and
backdoor, whatever these security features are, like, that’s “gifted” to me, that's
“smart”.. .because they're out thinking us because one, we're [school personnel] not even
thinking that you're thinking about doing that. we’re just trying to figure out if you're
doing your work or not. But now we have to figure out how to put all these security
features on your computer because you're outsmarting us [both researcher and participant
are laughing].that’s hilarious to me. (staff member, parent, community member)
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As a result, the gifted student may often lose motivation for learning in the classroom
setting by expressing that they are “bored” or uninterested in what is being presented by
the teacher. Some participants stated that the negative or nonconforming behaviors that

may be displayed by a gifted student due to boredom may be the first thing noted by
others in the classroom, which can make it more difficult to connect the source of the

behaviors to potential giftedness:
...what's wrong, what's the trigger. if it's math time, every time during math time, they're
getting maybe upset or frustrated or you just know, maybe they're just tired. It's always
something.. So sometimes it's hard to identify or sometimes we look at solely at
behavior, if they're bored in school. (staff member, parent, community member)

. So like, let's say you had a student that was gifted but they weren't either identified, or
where they are isn’t in position to give them what they need. They could be unmotivated
if it just comes so easy and natural to them and they're always getting stuff done before
others. and the work is just not challenging. I think they could lose motivation and
become bored or distracted. (administrator, parent, community member)

This subtheme raises the question as to whether someone labeled as “gifted” is viewed as

a benefit or stigma, and how that may be related to the challenges associated with
meeting the needs of children who are viewed as potentially gifted. The second major

theme explores this complex issue.

Giftedness: Benefit or Stigma?

When participants were questioned as to whether giftedness, in their perspective,

was viewed as a benefit or stigma, strong opposing views emerged. Some participants
saw giftedness as a “cool thing” or “something extra” that identified a student’s talents
and abilities to others. However, the term “gifted,” according to some participants,
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carried some degree of marginalization - possibly placing the gifted child on the
periphery within the school community. In this way, the gifted child may be the student

who is advanced academically but “doesn't fit in” socially.

The Gifted Student as “The Smart Kid”

The term that triggered the most negative reaction with the participants was the

use of the word “smart,” as the term was also seen as something that forced the student to
be set apart or alienated from others in the school community. Sometimes these views

have also led to initial misunderstandings regarding others’ view of a gifted child, or
misunderstandings of the gifted child’s view of self:

I know that I had a teacher once that... she gave us a reality check too, we were in middle
school. And she said, “Gifted doesn't mean you're necessarily smarter than everyone else.
It just means that your brain works differently.” (teacher)

Because such labels as “gifted” or “smart” can sometimes negatively affect the gifted
students’ view of themselves, the gifted student may attempt to hide their areas of talent

as a result, so as not to stand out as a negative target for peer aggression. This is
illustrated in a participant’s response to a question asked in exploring the experience of

gifted students, asking about whether the connotation of a “smart kid” may get in the way
for students who are gifted. Below is the participant’s response:
Yes. Yes. I think there's this desire for so many of them to do really well, that they want
to share, or they get tired sitting in class. They're already bored, right? Their peers aren't
engaged. They're not sharing answers. They're not doing the work. So they're like, “I'll
just answer it because the teacher is going to move on then. But when they do that, they
get picked on, they're getting bullied. They'll actually throw their intelligence to the
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side. Like they can really choose the wrong path in life because they're like, “I can't be
bullied forever. So I'm just going to pretend I'm not smart.” (teacher, parent)

Giftedness within the Community: Complicated by Socioeconomic Status

Some participants reflected upon the “type” of giftedness that is accepted as a

stigma or benefit in the context of a specific school community. This distinction,
articulated by these participants, often presents in the context of cultural background

and/or socioeconomic status of the school district the gifted child is in:
So “academically gifted vs. athletically gifted”, I always saw them as two separate things.
In the Caucasian school setting, academically gifted was more the focus; in the inner-city
school setting, athletically gifted was more the focus. In the inner-city setting, when
someone was “athletically gifted”, people would dream of professional play opportunities
(like the NBA) for that. In Caucasian school settings, it’s not the same focus [on
giftedness] as in the inner city.. .academics is the focus, even when a kid is gifted
athletically; the athletic giftedness is focused on just enough to get the kid a college
scholarship [for athletics], not for professional play. (teacher, parent)

Gifted Students and Absence ofResponsive Educational Structures
There can also be a negative effect on the school community’s initial reaction to

any student being labeled as “gifted,” because there is no structure that exists, often due

to lack of school funding, for gifted programs and supportive education for the school
community, regarding the needs of the gifted student. When asked what gets in the way

of locating giftedness within their community, participant seem to suggest the ways in

which the absence of responsive education structures creates stasis within the Black
community in imagining how to serve gifted Black children well.

40

(What do you think kind of gets in the way of that [what giftedness
is]?) I think number one, I think intimidation, just the fact that. people are intimidated
by, like, if you say “My child is gifted”, it’s almost like a wall builds up. Like, I don't
know. it's almost like. it's something that, especially in our [Black/African-American]
culture that we think is not attainable. like, “there's no way that my kid is gifted coming
from where we come from”. So I really think the biggest thing is just ignorance. I'll say
like, right. Yeah, I do. I think it's ignorance. And I think it's not having the necessary
tools or people. (administrator, parent, community member)

Just being informed of what's out there or how to, you know, create that spark or keep it
going? Like, a lot of our parents and families are sheltered, so they only know, you know,
what's around them. They don't know that there's other programs or things that their kids
can get involved in throughout their community because they're limited. They probably
don't have transportation to even go to some of these different programs or, you know,
just regular things that are involved in. A lot of those things create that spark. So, you
know, if you live in an area where you don't have maybe a Boys and Girls Club [a
national community organization that offers an after school educational and peer
interaction program], and you know, some other kids do, like they're involved in different
things that create those sparks. So you won't know that your kid is even good at
something because they haven't been exposed to it. So even, you know, get that spark
going. (staff member, parent, community member)

Creating community partnerships that sustained strength over time is something
that this school community appears to be searching for; however, the challenge appears to
be difficulties with community members who are outside of this school setting
understanding what a gifted child might look like within the unique cultural Afrocentric

(collectivistic) structure of this school community, as opposed to the look of the gifted
student within a “traditional” gifted program in, as many participants described, a
Eurocentric (individualistic) school structure:

Well, I mean, I'm just thinking of the students I have now. And the people that I had in
my school and a lot of them, from my experience, a lot of them were the students that
were more. economically advantaged that would specifically have to do with it. But I
know a lot of us, that's how it was, I wasn't one of those students, I was very below that
financially, but I think that was part of it. There were a lot more males that I noticed now,
in my class. I was like the boys, I think, I don't know. I know that my school, we had a
few, most, our school is mostly white though, growing up. So sorry if it's taking me a
minute to think, but I'm thinking of just from what I've seen. And I noticed that a lot of
the students that were considered gifted from what, from my experience where either the
white students or the ones that were Asian or. it was usually those, it was usually those
two were the ones that I noticed that were in the gifted classes. (teacher)
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So I think it would be with our demographics at our school. I think it would be awesome
and it would make a difference to take them into the community and for the community
to actually see how to put it, frankly, like our demographics at our school. They're still
gifted. It's not just the you know, the suburban majority white students who you know,
are out in public because sometimes even with our field trips, we go in public and, you
know, the kids haven't had that experience yet. And so I feel like sometimes it can be
frowned upon us when we are taking our kids out. But if they, if they see the other side
too, then there'll be more accepting as a whole with our school and our demographic. But
then I think they would work with our students and make partnerships as well. And to,
you know, as a community then, foster that and not just say, “Oh, here comes, you know,
a bunch of wild children” when we go to the movie theater and they're bouncing off the
walls because they're excited. And I mean, it would expose them to situations they
wouldn't otherwise be exposed to. And the community can then invest in that too, when
they see that, you know, it's different from what they're expecting. (teacher)

The predominance of gifted programs in White middle class communities deepens
the inaccurate representation of gifted students as does the absence of educational

structures for gifted students in low-income predominantly Black communities. In the
quotes below, participants narrate how lack of programming reinforces the perception
within the community of the absence of giftedness - as participants engage in questions
on the accuracy of testing and ways in which the insertion of programming might make

gifted children more visible in under-resourced communities of color:

But again, I know as far as that, as far as the economically advantaged, disadvantaged, I
think growing up, I didn't see a lot. I know that again, a lot of us there were the more
advantage, but also there are some that are not, that are still in there in the mix. But if I
had to go with culture yeah. I would say a lot of it. it seems like they, they test the ones
that are white or like Asian. Those are usually the gifted that I've seen. anyway. Yeah.
And I think in my school [when I was growing up], we had only one, one AfricanAmerican student that was in our gifted program— one. (Wow.) And yeah. And, but I
don't feel like that's accurate now that I think about it. I don't feel like that's. I feel like
there were definitely more, but he was the only one that was put in the program.”
(teacher)
I've been mostly raised in [the Midwest], but I also traveled around the world as my
[parent] was in the military for as long as I can remember, we always had a community in
the schools that was a gifted community, but every school I ever attended was in a middle
class or upper class school district, where we're talking maybe 2% of a person of color
population. And that was it. Then you flip over and I've been working inside some inner
city schools and I'm working in, where now you're looking at the minority being the
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Caucasians, don't have gifted communities, many of the schools that I've been, and we
have gifted students, but we don't have gifted communities. So I don't know why that is.
It would be completely hypothetical and just observatory, but I do believe culture clearly
plays a role. How do we break that? That would be a question I would love for someone
to investigate the answer. (teacher, parent)

The use of particular words to narrate the strength of stakeholders’ experience is noted
here. The durability of the absence of educational structures that is “like a brick wall”

reveals participants’ recognition that funding “goes hand in hand” with staffing and
program delivery. In this way, participants underscored that socioeconomic status of the

gifted child’s school district is often connected to funding and resources available to

enrich the gifted student:
.. I do think also like economics too. So there would, like in [a particular school district],
I student taught in [this particular school district], there would be more motivation and
support there in funding, but like on our campus, it's, it's like a brick wall. (Is [this school
district] more suburban, more funding coming through that kind of place? Yeah. A little
bit. (teacher)

The first thing that comes to mind for me, depending on the school, would be funding or
staffing. Do they have the staff or someone to work specifically with the gifted students?
So I guess the staffing and funding goes hand in hand, ‘cause... do they have the
materials? Do you have the money to pay, you know, a person to be over the gifted
program? So I would say those would be the two things that comes to mind for me that
would be a hindrance. (administrator, parent, community member)

Strategies and Resources Needed to Engage Gifted Students
The interview data reveal how challenging it is for the community to nurture the
gifted student, when there are often multiple levels of intellectual and academic ability in

the same classroom. In many instances, the gifted student’s needs for enrichment,

according to participants’ reports, are often ignored in favor of giving more attention to
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the student (or as participants reported, multiple students) in the classroom who are

struggling academically:
It’s hard to nurture the “gifted spark” here [at this school]. The “gifted” kid intellectually
is almost forgotten about, because he doesn’t struggle [academically]. I see as a teacher in
the school, it’s the kid who needs remediation [gets attention], even though they can still
be gifted. We give more attention to the kids needing remediation—it’s the “bottom line
of what we have to do in the school.” Number-based measures is the way schools
measure how a student is doing; “it’s all driven by test scores.” (teacher)

And we're just focused on the kids who are behind.... I think just the amount of workload
that the students have every day. So if we're not in a whole group setting, so at least at
our campus, if we're not in a whole group setting for reading, the kids have four different
centers that they have to go through. So each center is 15 minutes, so they're not getting
time to actually get set up, get focused on what they're supposed to do. And we're just
constantly go, go, go. There's not time to focus on like other subjects and grow with other
subjects or to specifically focus on keeping the gifted or more kids growing. ‘Cause we're
always just so focused on those who are behind. And we have most of our kids behind
especially being like in the urban setting, you know, and poverty. it's I feel like we see
less of it [giftedness]. (teacher)

The following subthemes provide rich and varied perspectives on the resources
and strategies that hold promise for engaging gifted students.

Engaging the Gifted Student through Areas ofInterest
According to the participants, the way to engage the gifted student is by
motivating them through their areas of interest; letting them take a topic and “run with it”

by allowing the student to investigate and address all of the deeper questions that spark

their thought processes within the subject matter:
I think it’s trying to really blast them, like where they're at. Like, if they're artistic, you
know, right now with my writing lessons, my students are working on writing a correct
sentence, but then I always try to say, “Okay, once you've written your sentence, draw me
a picture, so I know what you're saying”. So then that way maybe they'll artistically get it.
So then I can kind of say, “Okay, this is what they're trying to explain through pictures or
for dance”. We have some, you know, with our dance, for their gym class, students will,
you know, they're trying something and if they're struggling with a certain step,[say]
“Okay, now you show me something that you know how to do”. So just try to give them
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those options on different ways to submit things. Or one of our, we use an online
platform and they can enter, they can turn in work either by drawing it by typing it,
writing it or recording themselves and, you know, using their words and like telling me
how they understand something. So some students may not be able to write it down on
paper, but they could verbally tell me. So I think just trying to give students different
options to explain themselves and just...trying to promote them. Like, if, you know, they
really love to dance, like say, okay, let's try to get this done. Then we can earn extra time
for this. So trying to motivate them as well. (teacher, parent)

Some participants talked about the giftedness enrichment reaching to places outside of
the school building as well, either after school hours, by connecting with other schools,

and/or with community partnerships, to further engage the gifted student:
Definitely, definitely differentiated. And even, I, I wish that our school had a program
that was maybe even after school, which is something that we had [when I was in the
gifted program growing up]. We had an afterschool that you could choose to do . it was
just you with the same children that were identified as gifted. And so we had projects to
do that extended a lot of our thinking and it was optional, but it was something that we
wanted to do because it was fun for us to learn. So I think maybe having those
programs. that way, it's not just. because I know it's a lot for teachers to differentiate
for a lot of different things, especially right now. And even having programs that are
outside of school hours might help.” (teacher)

Differentiated Learning

In the classroom, many participants stated that they find differentiated learning
techniques effective—either grouping the students by academic, intellectual, or skill

abilities; allowing the students to demonstrate learning through additional creative forms;
project-based learning, and/ or encouraging the students to employ real-life applications
to the topics presented. This participant, a teacher, offered a description of a virtual

learning lesson she is developing, to encourage real-life application of learning concepts

in a creative way:
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We’re learning money and right now we're at back at the first grade level with money
because a lot of them did, they didn't get to it. None of them got to it last year because of
COVID and everything. They just stopped after a certain unit and they never got to
money. So really what we're supposed to be learning now is just the coins. That's it,
coins, and adding and subtracting coins. There's no showing them what it looks like. You
know, when you see a dollar and some change, you see that decimal and all that. But
right now we're just looking at 25 and the little cent sign, and that's just kind of where
we're at and that's where they're supposed to be. But I have kids that are asking about the
dollar or the $5, or they're asking all these questions about more money.

And so I'm going to the store. We had to plan this, one of our lessons, where I'm taking
my phone with me, I'm just recording it because I can't do that live with them during the
school day. And so it'll be on a Friday when we're not live, but just showing them what
the prices actually look like. Like I'm making those real life applications instead of...
because, you know, they're getting the word problems, but taking them to the store with
me so they can actually see how it's used. And usually that makes them want to learn
even more about it because, “Oh, I can use this to buy things.” And, “Now I know how to
buy stuff at the store.” And so we go. I'm going to the store and I'm taking so much
money with me and I'm going through and pricing things out, looking at the price tags,
telling them I have this much money, but this costs this much. And this costs this much.
And then talking to them about the opportunity cost of, “Well, I have this much money.
but, you know, I want these two things or these three things, but I can't get all of them. So
what do I do?” And it helps you ask those deeper questions and then they're like ‘zoned
in’ now. ‘Cause you're in, you're at the store and this is something they're like, “Oh,
okay.”

(You’re about to “buy somethin’! [both laugh] Wow. That's so cool. That's so creative.)
They're. yeah. They're going to love it [laughs].

Peer-to-Peer Instruction

Another way that the gifted child is encouraged to utilize their mastery of
concepts in the school setting is through peer-to-peer instruction:
And definitely if, whether it was through play or through work or even trying to explain
to others. So I try to utilize a lot the kids, you know, peer to peer, so I can tell them
something and then it goes over their head. But if their friend tells them, you know, their
classmates tells 'em all, all of a sudden they get it. So especially having those kids who,
you know, they know it, they understand it. Then they're able to tell the other kid in their
own words, in their own child language, and then they, they get it. So definitely I've
utilized them as little teachers in the classroom too, because they can explain it in a
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different way that how their brains getting it. ‘Cause I can't remember when I was a kid,
how it processed in my brain. So they're able to take that live process and then
communicate it. And other kids are able to then get their mindset the same way. (teacher)
And so, when you can now take those kids and get them excited and talking to each other
and celebrating... you, build the morale. You no longer see the low state test scores. You
no longer see the gap widening, you no longer see everything that's going wrong. You go
look at the kids, they're teaching each other. They're learning from each other. It is
working. So who cares what the state is saying? We know our students are growing and
that's all we can ask. I think it changes. It changes it a lot that way. (teacher, parent)

Identifying Leadership Potential in the Gifted Student
Participants stated that the element of leadership potential is something that is
“seen” in terms of giftedness. Leadership was often defined as being able to interact with
one’s peers easily, or with adults easily, or being able to explain concepts to others
clearly, in a way that those listening can understand.

Hmm, that's a tough question. I guess it would be some people are just naturally gifted to
lead. That's something that's inbred in them. Some people are just born with those skills
and then some people have to learn and develop those skills. So I guess it just depends on
what avenue of giftedness that they're operating in and then how that will correlate to
leadership or their leadership position, because, in my opinion, we're all leaders in some
form or fashion. So to me, it just depends on the different scenarios that it would be.
(administrator, parent, community member)

I think they, they want to be leaders because they think it's... I know that again, back
again, back to my personal thing. (No, it's good. This is okay. That's all right.) I
remember for myself it was, I think there was a fear of not. of people not knowing that I
was smart. And so I felt like sometimes I had to answer all the questions or I had to
participate. I had to do all these things, and almost show off in a way I think. ‘Cause
that's how it used to be. because I think that we have this fear of like, of people not
thinking that we're as smart as we are sometimes. And then also the leadership too, it’s
like, you want to help. It's like, you know these things, and your brain’s thinking and
making all these connections and you want to help other people understand it because it
almost helps the motivation as well, because I think that's another way to enrich and
nurture it. (teacher)

47

Participants expressed, however, that the type of leadership expressed or expected
in a particular situation—in the classroom or in another part of the school environment—
are often guided by areas of the student’s academic or social proficiency that are also

displayed at appropriate times. When the student is able to meet the challenges of the
academic work, but not the challenges of the social or situational context, the gifted

student may still be seen as proficient in their ability or skill area, but may not necessarily
be viewed as one who is a “leader”:
With the children being a leader? I think in certain cases. So if I'm referring back to like
my three students last year, the one was definitely a leader and no matter what room he's
in, he's the leader in that room. And it's very natural for him. And he's very good at it too.
The other student I had, I think she was still.. .she knew that she was well-advanced in a
reading, but she was still just that kid. So she wanted to play and she wanted to play with
others.wasn't exactly, you know, motivated to lead anyone else. And then that other
student that I had talked about.he had a lot of social challenges, so [he] definitely was
not interested at all in leading anyone else.” (teacher)

I will say it could be. just being able to identify and seeing those skills in them early. So
I had one person say to me, “Man, this kid, like really talks too much and he always
wants to debate”, and they would get in trouble for it. But like, is that something that they
should get in trouble for? Or is that something that we should be able to look at and say,
“Hey, they're just gifted in that aspect”. So instead like getting them in trouble, saying,
“No, be quiet, stop talking,” give them a chance to use their voice with peer mentoring
and helping their peers. starting a debate club or something along those lines. So there's
always like little niches in students that we could see that, “Hey, he may just be a natural
born leader or outspoken person,” but I feel like it would just be putting something in
place where you could recognize that and use that to cultivate them academically in the
school building instead of them getting in trouble for it all the time. use it for their
good, because a lot of times those kids are able to influence a whole classroom just by,
you know, what they're doing, what they're saying, how they carry themselves. So
recognizing and seeing that in that kid and using it for the good and letting them know,
“Hey, these are leadership qualities.” So you want to lead in the correct way instead of in
a negative way. (administrator, parent, community member)

Proposal of a “Leadership Community ” to Nurture the Gifted Student
Participants discussed whether it would be beneficial for the gifted students

discovered in the school setting to be part of a “community” within the school, in order to
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have a place for the gifted students to gather as a group, while reducing peer alienation
from the stigma of “standing out” as an individual labeled as “gifted”. An idea strongly

emphasized from participants’ reflections, however, would be the creation of a
“leadership community” within the school, to reduce the impact of the possible stigma

that is often associated with the word “gifted” within their community:
There’s good and bad in the “gifted” label. negatively, it may alienate some kids. Call it
something else.it could be a stigma. I think call it a “leadership program” instead of a
“gifted program”.. .that would be a positive “feel good” thing. You could focus on
emphasizing each kid’s unique skills. You can focus on building social skills.”soft
skills”. (What do you mean by “soft skills”?) Like the art of conversation. I think all of
the [gifted kids] can learn the “soft skills”.how to connect emotionally, have good
communication with others. (teacher)

Guiding and encouraging confidence and leadership skills in the students was seen as a

shared experience for students identified as gifted, as well as those who may not readily
be identified as such. This staff member described the implementation of the students
applying for “jobs” in the school building during the past school year, to encourage

leadership responsibilities in the students:
.a lot of our leadership stems from them applying for jobs in the building.” (Oh, tell me
about that. The jobs in the building, what did they do?)
So we had morning announcement helpers. We had the office assistants. I had an
assistant for me. They had late, late bus, which is basically when the buses come late,
they helped monitor the little kids, making sure they sat in the right area, making sure
they're getting on the bus. They're following those expectations. And our students would
have to apply for those jobs. They would have to say why they felt like they were
deserving of it. And then they would have to get three letters of reference from teachers
supporting why they should have that job, why they would be a good candidate for that.
And if they weren't holding up their end of the bargain in the classroom, or they weren't
turning in their homework or whatever the case may be, they could lose their job. We
were trying to show them those real life experiences. Like if you're not holding up what
you're supposed to do, you're not going to keep your job just like, as an adult, if you're
not doing the right thing at work, you're probably not going to work there very long. And
so our kids love those leadership positions. They love 'em.”

(I love the idea that you guys did that.) yeah, it was really incredible. (And would you
consider that part also a part of the gifted spark?) I wouldn't say it would be the gifted
spark. It was really like a mix of all of our students. And it was based on whether they
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wanted that position or not. I don't think that was related necessarily to the gifted spark,
but still a cool thing.

Within this community, there is a strong sense of wanting to build the skills and talents of

the gifted child, without leaving the other members of the community behind. Many
participants expressed the thought of “renaming” a program that may be developed to

enrich the needs of the gifted student, so as to eliminate potential stigma while giving the

student the benefit of being part of a community with others who are also gifted:
There’s good and bad in the “gifted” labels negatively, it may alienate some kids. Call it
something else.. .it could be a stigma. (teacher)
So I do think having a gifted community could be beneficial, but I think there has to be a
spin on how we present it to get the buy-in from the families and the students so that we
no longer, it's almost like it has a negativity behind it in the school that I'm in. It's like
there's a negativity there. And the kids that I would deem as being qualified or have that
gifted spark, they tend to be the ones, the most bullied. So that definitely tells me it's a
negative in our building. I would almost twist it to where instead of calling it like a gifted
community or an honors community, that's where I would have my school leadership for
my students.” (teacher, parent)

Summary

This chapter describes the key findings in a qualitative case study examining

what giftedness means to teachers, parents, and administrators in a school serving a
predominantly African American study community. All participants were able to give

personal examples, either with themselves or with family members that accurately and

poignantly expressed the significant weight and value they placed upon meeting the
needs of the gifted student. At the same time, all expressed the challenges within their
school community of adequately meeting those needs at the present time, due to various
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situational factors. It was also very clear, however, that stakeholders want to look for
ways to offer more educational support to those that they see as “gifted” or having “the
gifted spark.”
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION AND FUTURE IMPLICATIONS

Given the historic underrepresentation of minority and low-income students in

gifted programs, this study sought to address the unique characteristics of the gifted

student while also considering the uniqueness of the student’s school community. The

initial design compared the use of dynamic intellectual assessment to traditional (or
static) assessment for identifying eligibility in such programs. COVID-19 restrictions
determined a redesign, since this national emergency precluded access to school

buildings by students, staff, and families, which meant the comparison of assessment
instruments would not be possible. As a result, a qualitative case study was employed,
examining related research questions important to the problem of underrepresentation

among minority and low-income students. The research question is as follows: In a
school serving a predominantly African American community, how do stakeholders

describe what they see in children who reveal a “gifted spark”? What do stakeholders
identify as resources that nurture children with potential gifts and talents and what do
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they see as obstacles? To answer these research questions, this chapter provides a

discussion of the findings and offers consideration for implications in terms of policies
and practices that attend to the inclusion of African American students within gifted

education.
The following three key themes were noted in the research: the variation in the
meaning of giftedness; the extent to which giftedness is perceived as conferring benefits

or imposing stigma; and the full range of strategies and resources needed but often absent
in serving gifted students within the African American community. These are discussed
more fully below.

The first theme was related to the thoughts and perceptions expressed by the
participants in reference to the meaning of giftedness. Giftedness was often reflected in
students that appear to have a “natural” talent or are seen as “special” in some way. This

was expressed by some participants as students demonstrating an ease with academic
mastery. Some participants detected giftedness in students as the ability to reason and

engage in academic concepts at complex levels, well above the expected levels of
“benchmark” or mastery within the classroom. Others spoke about how, at times, the
gifted student was difficult to detect, due to nonconforming behaviors within the context

of school expectations. Many times, the nonconforming behaviors expressed by students
were because the students were motivated by focusing on their areas of interest in the

moment, and/or wanting to express their knowledge or to “figure out” how to take in
more knowledge about a topic; they were often oblivious to the fact that their behaviors

could be perceived by others as rule-breaking behaviors.
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The second theme addressed whether the participants thought being labeled as
“gifted” or “smart” was a benefit or a stigma for the student. Diverging opinions

emerged; however, most participants saw the terms utilized in school context to label the
gifted child as more negative than positive. Many participants saw the term “gifted” or

“smart” in the context of this African-American school community as a label that would
invite bullying by the student’s peers, or lead to misconceptions that the gifted student is
viewed as “smart in everything.” Many participants’ positive views of the term “gifted”

came from gifted education programs that were often school-based structures located in

suburban, middle class or upper middle-class White communities. Participants saw this
disparity also connected to lack of funding and economic capital for students in their
school community, which has a high percentage of Black/African American families who

do not have access to additional school funding opportunities or access to out-of-school

opportunities to enrich their gifted students.

The third theme touched upon strategies and resources that might keep gifted
students engaged in learning. A great deal of participant energy was expressed with

allowing gifted students to engage more deeply in areas of interest, and using the
opportunity to explore areas of interest as a reward for completing less desirable

classwork. Participants were very aware that the gifted student does better academically
when fully engaged in areas of interest. Ways that participants often cultivated this level

of motivation was through differentiated instruction and peer-to-peer instruction.
Participants also were very concerned with engaging and enriching the gifted student in a
way that also addressed the needs of students who may not be identified as gifted. The

formation of a “leadership program” was proposed by the participants to reduce the
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stigma of labeling a “gifted” program at their school; and also, to give all students
opportunities to develop leadership skills outside of the classroom; the example of

utilizing the leadership program structure to strengthen social skills was discussed.
Among the three key themes, an idea unique to this study is participants’
reflections on the creation of a “leadership community” within the school to reduce the

impact of the possible stigma that is often associated with the word “gifted” within their

community. This community view is deeply embedded in cultural understandings of what
it means to be gifted within the African American community. Unlike the view of many
gifted programs that emphasize a Eurocentric structure based on individual merit and
achievement, this community sees the nurturing of the gifted child from a collectivistic

viewpoint—which is a view often emphasized in communities of color (Myers,
Anderson, Lodge, et. al. 2018). And so, the “leadership community” concept to nurture
gifted students within this structure is viewed by this school community to be much

more attractive—and effective—for meeting the unique needs of gifted students while

including all members of the school community.
Being a school “family” appears to be very important to this school community.

When this researcher was visiting the school prior to the COVID-19 lockdown restriction

(the restriction occurred in March 2020), the observation of the students, teachers, staff,
and parents by this researcher appeared to one of the “neighborhood school,” where all
adults nurtured and guided the children, and the children were very familiar with the
adults within and outside the school setting. Emphasis on developing skills in children
that not only gifted students in the community could benefit from, but that everyone
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could benefit from, appeared very important with emphasizing leadership skills within
this community.

So often, Black/African American students, as well as other students of color, are

forced to make a disappointing choice between academic enrichment in a specialized
program and leaving the familiarity and sense of belonging that their home neighborhood

offers, because academic enrichment programs are often located in White, middle-class
neighborhoods where many of the students do not live (Rubio Goldsmith, 2009).
Lockhart and Mun (2020) stated that “family workshops,” where families of culturally

and linguistically diverse (CLD) gifted students have the chance to gather to learn about
ways they can understand and support their gifted student more effectively in partnership

with the school, are a very positive resource for schools to implement.
Also, developing more positive and consistent relationships with the community

was also important to the stakeholders. Many of the participants would like to see more

of the opportunities that have been utilized with “traditional” gifted programs (those in
more economically advantaged school districts) to be offered in this school setting, such

as regular field trips into the community and opportunities for gifted students to
participate in gifted communities with other schools. Emphasis on developing both

intellectual and fine arts opportunities for all of their students who show giftedness

appears important to them.
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Study Implications

It is important to consider how we might expand this research, in order to provide
educational opportunities for gifted enrichment to as many children in as many school
communities as possible. We must provide access to the advantage of enrichment, in

spite of whether the community in question does or does not have the benefit of other
advantages (class, economics, climate, etc.). Wherever a potentially gifted student may
be, we must create the environment that gives that student access to all possible ways to

enrich their potential (Ford, Dickson, Davis, et. al., 2018). Siegle, Gubbins, and
colleagues (2016) stated, “A comprehensive, inclusive system for identifying gifted
students from all populations requires a holistic approach of broadened identification” (p.

122). Educational enrichment creates a stronger student and a stronger school

community. Below are listed potential opportunities to further this research, to find more
students with “the gifted spark” who we might be missing, or not doing enough for, at the

present time:

Twice-Exceptional Students
In the cases of twice exceptional children—students who have both areas of

giftedness and documented educational disability— we need to make sure we are

maintaining focus and enrichment in the student’s areas of giftedness in addition to
supporting the student’s areas of educational need. Owens, Ford, Lisbon, and colleagues
(2016) caution researchers and educators from looking at twice exceptional children from

a “deficit perspective”—as researchers and educators, we often focus our efforts on
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improving the student’s academic performance within the context of their areas of
disability, but we focus on this aspect so much that we often miss the student’s ability to
excel in other areas in which they are potentially gifted. It’s the unique quandary of too

much focus on the areas of potential disability, yet not enough focus on the areas that
need enrichment (Mayes & Moore, 2016). We especially need to do more to bring
attention and focus to the educational needs of twice-exceptional African-American
students (Owens et al., 2016, Mayes & Moore, 2016). Part of the problem can be

contributed to the focus on state standards and educational “benchmarks” that are often
tested with standardized assessments to determine student progress, which is often

connected to state and/or federal funding of special education programs. While
standardized testing methods (tests) and alternative assessment structures give us needed
information to work effectively with students, we, as educators, are often trapped in the

unique quandary of “too much” educational focus on the areas of potential disability and

“not enough” focus on the areas that need enrichment. This imbalance can affect the
student’s confidence as well, since most of the instructional focus is on what areas they
have difficulty doing instead of on the areas in which they excel; therefore, the student is

constantly reminded of how they are struggling academically in a particular area, and not

reminded regularly how well they are achieving above benchmark in another area.

While addressing areas of disability with gifted students is necessary to determine
possible additional causes of underachievement in the classroom (McCoach et al., 2020),

ignoring areas of giftedness can also affect the student’s positive outlook on the learning
process and/or learning environment (Mayes & Moore, 2016). Because of their special
education status within the school or school district, their access to enrichment programs
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is often limited because many schools have difficulty recognizing the unique needs of the
twice-exceptional student. Supporting the child’s twice exceptionality needs often

requires a partnership between parents and school personnel to successfully articulate and

act upon addressing both the strengths and the needs of the student (Besnoy et al.. 2015;

Duquette et al., 2011; Lovett, 2013;) with consistent progress monitoring within the
school and home environments to develop tailored intervention strategies (McCoach et
al., 2020).

Exploring Giftedness through the Voices of Students
We need to understand how the student values their potential giftedness in the
context of their learning environment. Do they see it as something that is helpful to them?

So they consider it to be a benefit or a stigma? Where do the students think schools
should focus their efforts to enrich their talents? In what ways do the aspects of gender,

race, community location, and/or socioeconomic status present unique needs for
enrichment for the students? Young and Balli (2014) emphasized the voices of students
through qualitative research interviews with students and parents; students stated overall

that they experienced enjoyment and the best “fit” with enriching their areas of giftedness
when offered differentiated and/or creative learning experiences, either in school or in

afterschool programs. Parents noted that there was less consistency in the level of

educational enrichment between “neighborhood” schools and “magnet” schools with
gifted programs. Morris (2013), while interviewing elementary and secondary gifted

students, discovered that most of the students realized, in their experiences as gifted
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students, the importance of maintaining a high degree of self-motivation to be successful
academically as a gifted student in the classroom.

Exploring Giftedness through the Voices ofFamilies and Communities
We need to explore the voice of the family in their view of their potentially gifted

student. What signs of exceptionality has the family observed in their student, and how
have they already begun to enrich these areas? In what way can the school community

support families with enrichment efforts? It is important to know how we can support

parents and families, since parents are a strong determining factor regarding the gifted
student’s level of motivation (Garn et al., 2012). What “non-academic” ways have they
noted exceptionality, or “the gifted spark” in their student? Is the student extremely

articulate? A good cook? An exceptional artist? We need to find ways to help families
explore academically and/or creatively gifted observations in students with both school

based and non-school based efforts. For example, the artistically gifted student may get
the opportunity to enroll in an art class offered at the local community college or art

museum. Sometimes this may present as online programs that tailor instruction toward
the gifted student’s areas of higher performance (Blair, 2010, Potts and Potts, 2017).
In what ways do families want the school to help the gifted student express their

potential? What value does the family place on “the gifted spark” they see in their
student? Parents are able to more positively support their gifted students when they

themselves are supported, with networking opportunities with other parents, and access to
information tailored to greater understanding of their gifted student (Vialle, 2017).
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Grantham and Henfield (2011) point out that Black parent school involvement with their
gifted students, specifically with Black fathers, can “make a positive difference” and

“challenge negative assumptions”; erroneous assumptions that often surface regarding the

lack of availability, or desire, for Black fathers to become positively engaged in their

child’s education. In speaking about the under-representation of Hispanic/Latino and
bilingual students, Esquierdo and Arreguín-Anderson (2012) stated the following:
The underrepresentation of gifted bilingual students in GT programs contradicts
demographic patterns showing a continuous growth in the Hispanic student population.
This mismatch stems from prevailing views and definitions on giftedness that overlook
sociolinguistic and cultural characteristics of bilingual gifted students. Reversing this
trend will take more than minor adjustments to the process of identification. A paradigm
shift is required before change can remain permanent in the practice of identifying
giftedness. Rather than adopting one-size-fits-all approaches, public schools and
communities need to view giftedness through multiple lenses. (p. 44)

Investment in Educational Resources

We need to discover more resources to fund gifted programs in areas where the

wealth base of the school district is limited. In Ohio, there is no federal or state funding
for gifted education programming. School districts with a high wealth base and more

socioeconomic capital are able find a way to still fund gifted programs; schools and/or
school districts with lower socioeconomic status often do not have access to necessary

funding. Many “gifted” programs are readily available in many upper middle-class
suburban communities that are largely White, with few families of color who live in such
communities, and even fewer Black/ African-American families represented in gifted

programs in these communities (Ford & King, 2014; Montoya et al., 2016). Shores, Kim,
and colleagues (2020) expand further upon this point, stating that:

61

.. .we find that racial differences in disciplinary rates, grade-level retention, classification
into GT (gifted and talented programs) and special education, and AP (advanced
placement) course-taking are large in magnitude, even after controlling for racial
differences in socioeconomic status and neighborhood contexts. Thus, the
overrepresentation (or underrepresentation) of Black students in salient categories of
disadvantage (or advantage) is a common feature of schooling in the United States.
(p. 2122)

The predominance of gifted programs in White middle-class communities
deepens the inaccurate representation of gifted students overall (Godley, 2013), as does

the absence of educational structures for gifted students in low-income predominantly
Black communities (Montoya et al., 2016; Siegle et al., 2016). Participants narrate how

lack of programming reinforces the perception within the community of the absence of
giftedness - as participants engage in questions on the accuracy of testing and ways in

which the insertion of programming might make gifted children more visible in under
resourced communities of color. While community partnerships may prove to be a viable

answer, two areas of educational policy - gifted education and, more generally, equitable
school funding, are key to addressing the crucial problem underscored in the stakeholder

narratives of “the wall” created within schools and in people’s psychic response to

children whose giftedness requires pedagogic and policy action at local, state, and federal
levels (Esquierdo & Arreguin-Anderson, 2012; Ford, 2014; Ford & King, 2014).

Additional Considerations for Future Research Approaches

It is important to consider the methods of research we utilize to explore
characteristics of giftedness in the school setting. While there is value with the use of

standardized testing methods to detect the potential giftedness of students, Ford and
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Helms (2012), in their investigation of research involving gifted placement testing for
African-American students, expressed the following:
.. .testing concerns as they affect African Americans may have changed in form, but
have not changed in substance over the course of history. Therefore, it leaves us with the
question of what scholars need to do on a larger scale to prevent unfair testing and
assessment practices from shattering the hopes of Black test takers (p. 189).

Other research designs involving quantitative methods may prove useful to find
Black/African-American students who may display “the gifted spark.” One immediately

identifiable area for future research would be to implement the quantitative research

method originally intended for this project. A future study by this researcher will involve

testing with a well-known traditional (static) group cognitive assessment instrument (The
Naglieri Nonverbal Ability Test) in an individual administration format for the purpose of

studying dynamic IQ assessment (Lidz and Macrine, 2001, The Naglieri Nonverbal
Ability Test/Dynamic Assessment). This adapted instrument is now marketed for
professional use in an individual administration format (Naglieri Nonverbal Ability Test

Individual Administration (NNAT-I), Pearson, 2003). Applying the use of dynamic IQ

assessment methods may also enhance the effectiveness of nonverbal, standardized IQ

assessments (such as the NNAT-I) in detecting learning patterns that may be attributed to
giftedness.
This future study would be significant with regard to the field of dynamic
assessment for a few reasons. First, there are only a few studies where dynamic
assessment measures use cognitive assessment measures as methods of comparison for
gifted identification. Many dynamic assessment studies focus on other educational

aspects, such as evaluation to detect learning disabilities in student populations and/or

assess progress of educational interventions (Kirschenbaum, 2004).
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Conducting another dynamic assessment study with the NNAT-I to determine its

validity will significantly advance the cognitive assessment field. Once validity has been

determined, test-retest reliability can also be examined; then the instrument can be
utilized in future studies as another viable option for testing gifted students—especially
those high-ability students who may have “slipped through the cracks” and missed gifted

eligibility with other traditional, static test measures.

Another important reason for further study with dynamic assessment measures is
that dynamic assessment is a measure that is adapted similarly across all demographic

populations. Special accommodation or adaptation of the cognitive instrument will
benefit all students equally, without diminishing opportunity for one student at the

potential expense of another. Because the expected task performance is taught to all
participants who take the dynamic assessment, all students experience the same learning

expectations with the performance-based tasks.

The results from future study in this area will expand upon research with the use

of the NNAT-I and other IQ assessment tools as dynamic assessment measures to
identify more gifted learners who may currently be misidentified by traditional (static) IQ

assessments (Clark, 2008). It will also allow researchers and educators to uncover hidden
intellectual learning potential in their student populations, whether or not the children

assessed are ultimately identified as gifted.
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Alternative IQ Assessment Methods for Gifted Identification
According to Warne (2009), “giftedness is a case of accelerated development that

results in inherently different psychological experiences than what is typical for a
person’s age and experience” (p. 18). In the examination of alternative assessment
methods for giftedness, there remains the question of defining the “accelerated

development” and “experiences” that are to be used for this comparison. What is often

relied upon to define the scope of these criteria are the elements of IQ tests, achievement

tests, and cutoff scores (Lewis, DeCamp-Fritson, Ramage, McFarland, & Archwamety,
2007; Warne, 2009; Sternberg, 2010; Ford, 2011; Reznulli, 2011). There are many voices
in gifted education research that state the identification of gifted students, particularly
those from underserved populations, would benefit from an assessment that would

require a potentially gifted student to demonstrate a predetermined level of creativity
above the expectations of same-age peers; however, there is little agreement in terms of

the type of assessments that should be utilized for such a purpose (Sternberg, 2010; Kim,

2011; Grantham, 2012).
The Discovering Intellectual Strengths and Capabilities through Observation
while allowing for Varied Ethnic Responses assessment (DISCOVER), is known as a

performance-based measure (Sarouphim, 2001, 2004) that has been utilized as a gifted
identification tool in primarily low-SES populations of White (Anglo), Mexican-

American, and Native American students. Students complete problem-solving tasks in
five areas as a group activity, with trained adult Observers assessing and evaluating the
students’ performance. The areas are based on construction of spatial designs, story

construction, and mathematical problem-solving. Examination of these areas were
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expected to tap into a child’s spatial reasoning, logical reasoning, and linguistic abilities.
In Sarouphim’s 2001 study with 257 kindergarten, second, fourth, and fifth-grade

students, 22.9 percent of the student sample was identified as gifted. In a later study with

395 sixth, seventh, and eighth grade middle school students (Sarouphim, 2004), 12.4
percent of students were identified as gifted. The author acknowledges (Sarouphim,

2001; Sarouphim, 2004) that the percentage of gifted students identified by DISCOVER
was much greater than typically noted in the gifted student population (typically a range

of 3-5 percent of students); however, the author states that:
Adherents of a full-scale IQ claim that gifted individuals are those with extremely high scores
(two and a half standard deviations above the mean), thus constituting 3 to 5% of the population.
Hence, in their view, giftedness is unidimensional and of one kind only. However, if we embrace
the view advanced in the theory of multiple intelligences, giftedness takes many forms and
becomes multidimensional. (Sarouphim, 2001, p. 136).

The Use ofNonverbal Tests as Gifted Identification Tools
Nonverbal tests have often been promoted as assessments that reduce the impact

of cultural bias on diverse student populations, due to reduced testing demands with
language-based responses (Naglieri & Ford, 2003; Carman and Taylor, 2010); however,

there is still much disagreement about consistency of scoring outcomes when nonverbal
test instruments are compared within diverse populations (Lohman, 2005; Lohman, Korb,

et. al., 2008; Giessman, Gambrell, & Stebbins, 2013). Nonverbal tests have demonstrated

a move toward cultural sensitivity with test content when examining the cognitive skills
of culturally and linguistically diverse (CLD) populations (Beljan, 2011). In addition to
cultural sensitivity concerns, nonverbal tests, such as the Naglieri Nonverbal Ability Test,
have also explored gifted identification rates for students at various socioeconomic levels
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(Naglieri & Ford, 2003; Lohman, 2005; Carman & Taylor, 2010, Giessman, Gambrell, &
Stebbins, 2013).
Naglieri and Ford (2003) designed a standardization sample (20,270 students) of
the Naglieri Nonverbal Ability Test (NNAT) representative of national school population
norms related to ethnicity, gender, region urban/non-urban residential status, and

socioeconomic status; the majority of those in the standardization sample fell into groups

of either White, Black, or Hispanic children. The authors investigated whether scores of
children indicative of the superior IQ or gifted IQ range (above the 90th percentile on the

measure) were representative showed significant differences between ethnic or

socioeconomic groups. The authors employed frequency distributions within each
gender, ethnic, regional, urban/non-urban group, then compared across groups to

determine which students would meet gifted eligibility criteria with the use of a specific
“cut-off” score. Results indicated that the NNAT produced no significant differences

between the groups assessed. Lohman (2005a) disagreed with these findings, stating that
the findings produced by Naglieri and Ford (2003) were not reflective of a nationally

normed school population and that “.. .urban school children were markedly

underrepresented” (p. 26). Lohman (2005a) also stated that identification of gifted score
status through the use of a nonverbal test such as the NNAT is to be used “always as an

ancillary measure, not as the primary process of identification” (Lohman, 2005a, p. 49)
and does not replace the need for assessment of academic performance, and that
production tasks and mathematics tasks are more acceptable indicators as to whether a

student is prepared for advanced classroom enrichment (Lohman 2005b).
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Carman and Taylor (2010) tested 2,072 kindergartners from a southern suburban
public school district with the NNAT as part of a state-mandated gifted screening

assessment procedure. Students were tested on 24 elementary school campuses in small
groups (groups of five), with test administration conducted by designated “Advanced

Academic Specialists” (p. 78). Quantitative analysis indicated a correlation between
gender, ethnicity, socioeconomic status, and NNAT scores. Further analysis, done twice

with multiple regression, indicated a significant amount of variance; this indicated that
lower scores on the NNAT were noted with minority children, and that minority children

of lower socioeconomic background produce significantly lower scores. The authors
indicated these to be surprising findings from a test labeled as “culture free”.

Giessman, Gambrell, and Stebbins (2013) utilized the updated version (second

edition) of the Naglieri Nonverbal Ability Test (the NNAT2) to assess the cognitive
performance of 4038 kindergarten, first, and second graders who took the NNAT2 ( a

nonverbal test which uses 48 matrix-related items to assess problem-solving cognitive

ability) over a period of six years (2005-2011) to 5833 second-graders who took the
Cognitive Abilities Test, Form 6 (CogAt 6), another group-administered measure of

nonverbal, verbal, and mathematical skills related to cognitive ability. Quantitative
statistical analysis revealed that while both the CogAt6 and NNAT2 identified students
from underrepresented groups within the gifted cognitive ability range, the CogAt6

showed less gaps in identification between White and minority students when the
nonverbal measures with both tests were compared; there were also no significant
increases in gifted identification by the use of these measures, except with ELL students).

According to the authors’ analysis, Asian students performed best on nonverbal tasks
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associated with both the NNAT and CogAt6. The researchers acknowledged, however,

that many of the Asian students in this unique sample (both ELL and non-ELL Asian
students) were from families within a specific community affiliated with a

disproportionate number of Asian employees recruited from other parts of the US and
other countries to work at a large research university and medical facilities in the region.

On both measures (the CogAt6 and NNAT-2), African-American students demonstrated
the largest performance gap compared to White students, with lower rates of

identification for Black students. It should be noted, however, that the students who took
the CogAt6 in the sample generally had more school experience (as second graders) than
the NNAT2 sample, comprised of younger, less school-experienced students
(kindergarten and first graders) and second graders.

Although there has been conflict in the field as to whether the Naglieri Nonverbal

Ability Test can effectively identify gifted students from underrepresented cultural and

socioeconomic populations (Lohman, 2005a, 2005b; Naglieri & Ford, 2005; Carman &

Taylor, 2010), many nonverbal tests continue to employ traditional (static) assessment
measures. Borland, Schnur, and Wright (2000) call for “nontraditional identification

procedures” (p. 27) for possible giftedness with underserved populations, which include
the use of dynamic assessment. A way to address these dilemmas may be with further

exploration of the Naglieri Nonverbal Ability Test and, through the efforts of the present

study, a combination of this measure with further exploration of dynamic IQ assessment
procedures. At present, there are no studies that exist with any of the NNAT measures
(including the NNAT-I that will be utilized in this study) in the context of dynamic IQ

assessment, due to limited research in the field. The current NNAT-I measure is also the
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first NNAT to be published as an individually-administered IQ instrument, which

enhances the utility of performing dynamic IQ assessment procedures with an instrument
that gives more attention to the responsiveness of the individual student. The one-to-one
dynamic assessment design that will be implemented as part of this study may also
enhance student responsiveness in what is referred to as “the mediated learning

experience”, which is part of the basic framework of the dynamic assessment technique

(Kozulin & Presseisen, 1995; Lidz, 2002).

Reexamination of What the term “Gifted” Means in Various School Communities
In addition to further exploration with quantitative instruments and methods, more

qualitative exploration with regard to gifted students needs to continue. We often look at
giftedness “by the numbers,” which has its place of importance in a data-driven school
based environment; however, continued qualitative research will help us refine the ways
to find and nurture “the gifted spark” to specifically fit the uniqueness of a school

community. Qualitative research—allowing the members of the school communities we
visit to speak about “the gifted spark” in their own words—allows us to “fill in the gaps”

that quantitative methods cannot.
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Additional Considerations for Nurturing “The Gifted Spark”

It is important for us to consider another question: once we find “the gifted spark”
in students, how to we nurture or enrich that “spark”? What are some creative ways we

can consider to support potentially gifted students?
1) Exploring partnerships between educational research and organizations to
bring opportunities for more school funding to nurture exceptional

children. As mentioned by our participants, more opportunity with

organizations “getting to know” schools and their students. In addition, it
is also critical to find ways to bridge the gap between schools with no

funding and organizations with funding opportunities who are looking for
educational endeavors to financially support.

2) Supporting the gifted student outside of being in the “smart classes” is

necessary to enrich the whole student. Providing out-of-school

opportunities to allow students to expand their knowledge and interests in
various areas of interest (art, medicine, leadership, academics,
theater/dance, community organizing, medicine, psychology, research,
education, etc.), with possible programming tailored to the student’s

age/developmental level.
3) A mentoring program (either by an adult, professional, or older student in)

may be another way to offer continued support for the gifted student’s

area(s) of potential enrichment, both within the school setting and outside
of the school setting. This can also be utilized to support the gifted student
in areas where they may struggle (for example, they may be exceptionally
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talented academically, but struggle socially). The mentoring can be within
the framework of a short-term (being a part of a specific program for a

specific number of weeks) or a long-standing relationship (a student
having the same “mentor” through their elementary, middle school, and/or
high school years). Further exploration of the possibilities may also

strengthen community partnerships on an individual level.
We must continue to help stakeholders in schools find greater understanding of
the term “gifted.” We need to see giftedness more as a way to enrich specific areas
(whether academic or creative) and less as a method for exclusion or separation of

students. We’ve learned that struggling special education students (those with
Individualized Education Plans) are more successful in the school environment with a
balance of integrated support (mainstream classroom instruction with specialized support

where needed)—we need to explore and refine that balance more with the gifted student.

We need to focus less on the “tracking” of students in a “gifted program” and more on

sparking the student’s individual needs for enrichment.

Limitations of the Study

While this study was able to provide us with rich, unique, contextual data and
results that will further the study of potentially gifted individuals, there are study

limitations that must also be acknowledged.

As stated earlier, the perspective of this researcher and the interaction of the
researcher with the participants in this school community produced a set of data unique to
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those experiences in this study; another researcher, with a different set of perspectives,

may have come away with a set of data unique to that experience. More participants may
have also widened the scope of additional data collection. While this researcher believes

that the findings noted here are trustworthy, and that they validate why more research is
needed into the question of giftedness with students in predominantly Black/African

American school communities, it is worthy to also note that multiple researchers may
have drawn out additional threads of meaningful data from their potential interviews with
the same participants. Moving forward, it is valuable to consider multiple researchers

with more participants for future replication of this study.

Because of the current COVID-19 pandemic situation and resulting challenges for
educators with the demands of suddenly learning to meet the needs of their students via at
home and/or digital platforms, the school community was placed under time constraints

that limited the length of the interviews. What was intended to be two one-hour

interviews with participants (one initial interview session and one follow-up interview
session) had to be condensed into one 30-60 minute session via Zoom to accommodate

both sets of interview questions. This limited the time that participants had to explain and
expound upon their responses. For example, during one of the teacher interviews, the

teacher asked to wrap up our interview early because she had to administer an in-person
benchmark assessment to a student who arrived at the school for their testing
appointment.
Also, this researcher was anticipating more parent interviewees (from those

whose role was exclusively in a parent capacity) and was also anticipating the possibility

of focus groups; these did not materialize, however, because of the extenuating
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circumstances explained above. This may have had an effect upon the depth and richness
in the data. It is hoped that, in the continuation of this project format in other school

settings, at a time when schools are not challenged by such extreme situational factors,
these factors will be rectified.

Conclusion

Inequity has certainly been present in the educational realm with identifying
gifted students of color, especially Black/African American students. To address this
issue, the study explored the question of giftedness in a school serving a predominantly

African American community. The use of a qualitative case study to understand how
stakeholders describe what they see in children who reveal a “gifted spark” also allowed
for in-depth inquiry on what stakeholders identified as resources that nurture children
with potential gifts and talents and what do they see as obstacles. The study found

considerable variation in the meaning of giftedness, and it detailed the ways in which
giftedness is perceived as conferring benefits or imposing stigma. The inequity remains a
key concern in the study’s conclusion, noting the full range of strategies and resources
needed but often absent in serving gifted students within the African American

community. As Grantham and colleagues (2020) stated, “We refuse to be bystanders, not
just because Black lives matter, but also because Black minds [authors’ emphasis] matter
(p. 2)”.

The results of the study underscore the need for educational reform in gifted
education research. Also, identifying leadership potential in the students, a quality often
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noted in as a characteristic of potential giftedness, is a promising area of
programming. This was an interest in the stakeholders who understood giftedness as

having collective ramifications in one’s service to the community. It is my hope that the
results of the study will inform public policy in educational reform and continue to
expand research in the area of gifted education. I will continue to lend my voice to the

call for educational reform, because I also refuse to be a bystander.
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APPENDICES

Purpose of Quantitative Study
This study was to explore dynamic assessment as an alternative cognitive
assessment format to measure the cognitive abilities of potentially gifted students from

various socioeconomic and sociocultural groups.
Dynamic IQ assessment has great potential to help educational programs identify

the educational needs of gifted learners more precisely across all school-based settings,

but especially in school settings where learners may have had less exposure to the format

of response required with traditional IQ or academic assessments (Scott, Deuel, JeanFrancois, & Urbano, 2004). This assessment technique is also beneficial to all students,

whether or not they are identified as intellectually gifted. In other words, the dynamic IQ

assessment technique can assess a wider range of intellectual learning potential that can
be utilized for more accurate educational programming. The main purpose of this study

thus seeks to test the theoretical value of the nonverbal assessment (NNAT-I) given as
part of this study, administered in both static and dynamic assessment formats. It is

hypothesized that the dynamic approach to assessment can provide a valuable baseline of
information about young learners that would not otherwise be available through the
traditional approach to IQ testing. Indeed, this information can be used by school

personnel to measure the effectiveness of interventions among gifted children who are

underrepresented in gifted programs.
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Theoretical Background of Quantitative Study
Dynamic IQ assessment is based primarily on the learning theory of Vygotsky’s

Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) (Lidz, 1991). According to Zaretskii (2009), the

ZPD “is a range bordered on two sides: on one side, the border passes through the point
at which children are capable of successfully acting independently, and on the other,
where they cannot operate successfully even with adult collaboration” (p. 78). Dynamic

IQ assessment is a process that evaluates the student’s skills using a test-teach-retest
format (Allal & Ducrey, 2000; Jeltova, et. al., 2007; Lidz & Macrine, 2001). It allows
the examination of how a child approaches a given task, which is more reflective of daily

school-based activities (Karpov & Tzuriel, 2009). Dynamic assessment focuses on the
“process” of learning demonstrated during the assessment, as opposed to the “product” of

the response, as in traditional cognitive assessments (Haney & Evans, 1999, p. 301).
Vygotsky saw the student as a vehicle for learning potential, stating, “A child ‘is’

what he ‘can be’” (Miller, 1993, p. 386). “Dynamic assessment”, from Vygotsky’s point

of view, was a tool that helped illustrate the range in which a child learned to navigate
new perspectives and approaches with learning tasks (Miller, 1993, p. 386). The Zone of
Proximal Development was typically known as the range between learning tasks that a

student can complete independently and learning tasks that a student needs another
knowledgeable person to help her complete. This theoretical approach is one that truly

examines the student’s potential to learn the concept of a specific learning task, even if
the student has not developed expertise with performing the learning task in detail.
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Definition of “Gifted” in Terms of Cognitive Ability
There has often been a question of what exactly qualifies as “gifted” in the

educational context. There are multiple definitions that exist; often, the definition of what

qualifies as “gifted” for educational services is determined by the state and/or local
region where a child resides (NAGC, 2008). In the state of Ohio, the definition of

“superior cognitive ability”, or intellectual giftedness, is defined by 1) performance in the
95th percentile on the composite score of a nationally normed achievement test, 2)

performance two standard deviations above the mean (minus standard error of

measurement) on a nationally standardized individual or group cognitive intelligence test,

or 3) performance with an “approved score” on at least one nationally normed
standardized test above the child’s grade level (Ohio Administrative Code, 2000; Ohio
Department of Education, 2019). Not only do definitions vary, but the “approved score”

on assessments utilized to make such a determination vary as much as the definition
itself! On the “approved list” of cognitive assessments, the accepted score for gifted
identification varies by the assessment, even when standard deviations are comparable

across measures (Ohio Department of Education, March, 2019). Although Ohio has a
general definition of qualification for gifted programs, each individual school district can

decide upon the amount of instruments required to meet criteria for admission into its
gifted program. School districts can also decide at what age range students are typically

identified for gifted program admission.
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Description of the Dynamic Assessment Process
Dynamic assessment is a method utilized by the child, with initial assistance from

the examiner, to correct errors made during the initial presentation of a nonverbal IQ

assessment in static (traditional) format. In the dynamic IQ assessment process (Lidz &

Macrine, 2001), a child or student is presented with a learning task within the context of
the IQ assessment by the examiner. After the examiner gives positive feedback to the
child for positive effort on the assessment, the examiner then points out the first five

errors that the child made on the assessment (one at a time) and reviews the presentation

of the stimulus figure given in the item (in scripted verbal format on the part of the
examiner).

The dynamic assessment method is utilized only for answers that the child

responded to incorrectly during static presentation of the assessment stimuli. When the
examiner brings the stimulus (presented for correction) to the attention of the child the

first time, no detailed explanation of the stimulus is given, to see if the child can correct
the answer without help. If the child chooses correctly, the child receives full credit for
the test item. If the child responds incorrectly, the examiner explains the stimulus item in
more detail, and asks the child to choose again. If the child chooses correctly the second

time, the child is awarded half credit, and the next item for correction is presented. If the
child does not choose correctly, the child is not given credit for the item, the examiner

explains the missed task item again in detail with the correct answer, and the next task
item for correction is presented. The child is then given an attempt to correct the other

stimulus items missed on the test, but without feedback from the examiner as to whether
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the child is correct or not. After the entire assessment instrument is given, an IQ score for
the dynamic assessment is determined.

The calculation of the dynamic IQ score is based on the score of the items given
in traditional format, the addition of the points earned with guided prompting, and the

points earned from (unprompted) corrections from the rest of the test. The test-retest

score is subtracted. Giving the same test in standard format twice is a technique typically

performed only with initial standardization or validity studies of a test instrument. This is

done to reduce the increase of effects gained by second exposure to the test, not due to
the dynamic assessment technique.

Significance of the Quantitative Study

The practice of intellectual ability assessment, primarily through the use of IQ

tests, has often been the basis for identifying students’ eligibility for school-based gifted
programs (Clark, 2008). Although these traditional (static) assessments have historically
been relied upon for gifted identification, there has also been an unfortunate history of
underrepresentation for minority, low socioeconomic, and/or linguistically challenged
students within the population of gifted classrooms (Kirschenbaum, 2004).

Due to the diversity of American culture, there is a greater likelihood that students
will enter schools with varied culturally-based learning frameworks that may or may not

be congruent with the learning expectations within school culture (Beljan, 2011). Often,
schools have difficulty designing programs that will meet the intellectual and learning

potential needs of young children in general (Clark, 2008). Minority and low-income
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students, however, are consistently underrepresented in gifted programs, due to

assessments that are often based on measures geared toward children who have had the
benefit of education that fosters a specific pattern of responses to verbally-based tasks in

the classroom and with standardized measures (Pfeiffer & Jarosewich, 2007; Pfeiffer,
Kumtepe, & Rosado, 2006). As a result, researchers and school professionals have had to
design or adapt assessment instruments outside of the framework of traditional

assessment tools that have proven to be less effective for the identification of gifted

minority and low-income students (Calero, Belén, & Robles, 2011; Lidz & Macrine,

2001; Scott, Deuel, Jean-Francois, & Urbano, 2004).
The present study is significant with regard to the field of dynamic assessment for

a few reasons. First, there are only a few studies where dynamic assessment measures use
cognitive assessment measures as methods of comparison for gifted identification. Many
dynamic assessment studies focus on other educational aspects, such as evaluation to

detect learning disabilities in student populations and/or assess progress of educational

interventions (Kirschenbaum, 2004).
This study will also involve testing of a well-known traditional (static) group
cognitive assessment instrument (The Naglieri Nonverbal Ability Test) in an individual
administration format for the purpose of studying dynamic IQ assessment (Lidz and

Macrine, 2001, The Naglieri Nonverbal Ability Test/Dynamic Assessment). This adapted
instrument is now marketed for professional use in an individual administration format

(Naglieri Nonverbal Ability Test-Individual Administration (NNAT-I), Pearson, 2003).
The present study is the first study to investigate the comparison of static and dynamic
assessment validity with this IQ test instrument in its published format.
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Conducting another dynamic assessment study with the NNAT-I to determine its

validity will significantly advance the cognitive assessment field. Once validity has been

determined, test-retest reliability can also be examined; then the instrument can be
utilized in future studies as another viable option for testing gifted students—especially

those high-ability students who may have “slipped through the cracks” and missed gifted
eligibility with other traditional, static test measures.

Another important reason for further study with dynamic assessment measures is
that dynamic assessment is a measure that is adapted similarly across all demographic

populations. Special accommodation or adaptation of the cognitive instrument will
benefit all students equally, without diminishing opportunity for one student at the

potential expense of another. Because the expected task performance is taught to all
participants who take the dynamic assessment, all students experience the same learning

expectations with the performance-based tasks.

Research Hypotheses for Quantitative Study

Based on the review of the pertinent literature and research, two central

hypotheses were to be tested:
1. Dynamic assessment IQ scores were intended to identify more gifted learners than
traditional (static) assessment IQ scores; and

2. Scores demonstrating giftedness in the student population, via dynamic
assessment, would demonstrate concurrent validity with Gifted Rating Scales

scores.
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The quantitative portion of this study involved three types of student assessment:
1) assessment using norm-referenced checklist information from parent and teacher

report; 2) direct assessment of students’ cognitive ability in traditional format; and 3)
direct assessment of students’ cognitive ability in an alternative format.

The direct assessment process, which consisted of static and dynamic assessment
procedures, was unable to be completed due to social distancing and quarantine

guidelines issued by various government agencies. There fore, additional research
questions that corresponded to a qualitative research approach were developed.
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